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FOREWORD

In my estimation, the most hopeful development in the education reform
movement of recent years has been the emphasis placed upon socicty'’s need to
recruit and retain superior teachers for our public schools. There has been
growing accepiance of the reality that without effective teachers, meaningful
educational improvement will not occur. Our business leaders and elected
officials can use their influence to issue endless cogent reports and enact
countless piceces of enlightened legislation to improve schools; the reality is,
however, that unless talented teachers in the classroom perform well, little
change of a permanent nature will occur.

The problem of teacher recruitment and retention transcends just issues of
salaries and other perquisites. We will never recruit and retain in the classroom
sufficient numbers of talented teachers unless we treat them with the dignity and
provide the satisfactory working conditions that true professionals merit.

I am delighted that the Institute for Educational Leadershyp (1EL) has under-
taken this important study of teacher working conditions in five large urban
school districts. We are grateful to the Ford Foundation for its generous financial
support and the Council of the Great City Schools for its crucial cooperation in
IEL’s unique effort to document and project important teacher working
conditions which have been ignored for too long both by the general public and
educational leaders.

I belicve that this report has great implications for our efforts to improve our
schools. At a time when the business community is decentralizing and viewing
headquarters staff as a service agency to facilitate tae work of operating units,
schools are still commonly operated in a hierarchicai®ontext in their manage-
ment style and philosophy.

This study, in documenting many conditions that depress both the morale and
effectiveness of teachers, is persuasive in helping to make the case for fundamen-
tal change in the role, status and working conditions of classroom teachers.
There is no issue of greater significance in education, particularly in our urban
school systems. I am pleased that this IEL study makes such a unique contribution
to this critically important concern in emphasizing that we will have to pay
much more attention to daily life within schools and provide more ample
resources to improve the buildings, the teaching materiais, and the support
available to teachers.

—VWilliam S. Woedside
Former Chairman and

Chicf Executive Officer
Primerica Corporation

and

Chair, IEL Board of Directors
September 1988
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PREFACE

The private sector is paying great attention to the impact of the working
environment on employee productivity and creativity. In the public sector,
however, the same questions often focus narrowly on ways to make public
sector employees more productive. Are public employees efficient in the way
they conduct their work? Are they competent? How do they use their time?
Certainly, these questions have been raised in the recent concern about
America’s competitiveness in the classroom.

This report began as 2 way to answer more basic and underlying questions:
What is the environment in which urban teachers work? What is their workload,
what kind of space do they have in their schools and classrooms? Are their
resources sufficient to teach? In short, is the environment one which is conducive
to good and productive work? And how do these conditions affect teachers’
attitudes toward their work and what they get done? These questions have been
asked with particular urgency in large urban districts, and it is in these districts
that we focused our efforts.

There are several reasons for examining these questions. If we are to improve
the quality of education in urban schools, we should know the factors that have
impact. If schools ace to be held more accountable for the progress they are
making toward policy goals, we should have some idea what the environment is
for making these changes and how specific conditions will affect the outcomes.

Probably a more basic concern, however, is the ability of schools to attract and
hold talented teachers in order to improve the outcomes of urban schools.
Notwithstanding the urgent need to envoarage many more talented young men
and women into teaching, city schools ave not as attractive as are their suburban
counterparts. Urban schools work harder to attract teacher candidates and to
find ways to support new candidates and hold experienced teachers. Few of the
teachers we interviewed said they sere ready to leave teaching, but little in their
work environments gave them reasons to stay. Certainly, the “sink or swim"”
approach to induction of new teachers may cost districts many new candidates,

Atone level, the IEL study set out to describe how urban schools with good
and bad working conditions function as organizations and to describe what
teachers’ jobs look like in these schools. At another level, we seacched for the
differences that explain how and why the conditions vary. In each district we
visited we found schools that were running well, where teachers were engaged
and committed, where conditions were “better”—sometimes against the odds.
And, we found the opposite.




This report has been helped enormously by the collaboration of the Council of
the Great City Schools. Its Human Resources Subcommuttee, chaired by Rachel
Hedding of the Rochester, New York school board, served as the core of the
study’s advisory pancl. The subcommittee has assisted us in reviewing the initial
rescarch design, making contacts with school districts, interpreting results and
discussing the dissemination and use of the study’s findings. Representatives of
the National Education Association and the American Federation of Teachers and
principal representatives kept us on course by commenting on the research
design, translating organizational behavior terms into language that makes sense
to teachers and principals and helping us interpret the findings. Other members
of the advisory pancl have helped us in identifying pertinent vesearch, comment-
ing on presentation of the data and carefully reviewing the report.

We especially want to thank the superintendents and board members of the
districts participating in the study (Denver, CO; Detroit, MI; Indianapolis, IN;
New Orleans, LA; and Rochester, NY) for agreeing to participate in the study,
helping us identify the schools analyzed, and opening their central offices to our
rescarch staff. Without their assistance and the helpfulness of the schools’ staffs,
this study would not have been possible. We thank the teachers, the principals,
and central office staff for taking the time to be interviewed and sharing with us
their perceptions of their schools.

Finally, this study would not have been possible without the assistance of the
Ford Foundation and the involvement and guidance of Edward J. Meade, Jr., chief
program officer with the Education and Culture Program. Questions raised by
Mcade began this study and started us off in the exploration of working
conditions in urban schools.

Working in Urban Schools offers a unique picture of day-to-day life in typical
urban elementary, middle and secondary schools. In its sample of 31 typical
schools, there are “good” schools and “bad™ schools in terms of their working
cnvironments. The findings identify conditions that make teachers’ working lives
more difficult and have a negative impact on their attitudes and behaviors, They
also identify conditions that make teachers’ work casier and have a positive
impact on their attitudes. Most of all, Working in Urban Schools tells us that
urban schools are vrganizations that can be run effectively and where employees
can be treated as valued colleaguces.

—Michael Usdan, President
Institute for Educational Leadership

September 1988
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SUMMARY

As discussion about improving public education moves from student issucs,
such as requirements and testing, to the quality of teaching, education finds itself
on a parallel with tic business sector. Working conditions become paramount.

The most difficult working conditions for teachers exist in our urban schools,
To better understand this environment and the influence of working conditions
on the performance of urban teachers, the Institute for Educational Leadership,
with funding from the Ford Foundation and with the cooperation of the Council
nf the Great City Schools, conducted a study of conditions in five urban school
disuricts.

The project collected descriptive data on 31 clementary, middle and secondary
schools, as well as statistical information from district officials. Teachers, school
administrators, central office personnel, district officials, board members and
union officials were interviewed. Altogether, more than 400 interviews were
analyzed.

The observations, interviews and analyses confirm that, in most of these 31
schools, the working conditions of teachers are bleak and would not be tolerated
in other professions. The major findings:

® Physical conditions are sub-standard, cven in newer buildings, primarily
because of a serious lack of repairs and preventive maintenance. Teachers
need more space; some do not have their own classrooms. Y, if other
working conditions are good, teachers will tolerate poor physical condi :ons.

® Safety is not a serious problem to teachers, except in those schools located
in very depressed ncighborhoods,

® Urban teachers do not have even the basic resources needers, let alone
access to new technologies.

® Urban teachers first want more personnel to deal with the personal
problems of students, rather than teachers to decrease class sizes.

® Teachers generally understand the cultural gulf between them and their
students but are unable to deal with what they consider aberrant student
behavior because of their own orientations, skills or the lack of support on
student discipline,

® Bchind their closed doors, urban teachers exercise a great deal of authority
over how they teach but perceive they are losing control over what they
teach, primarily because of district-wide testing policics.

® Urban teachers have little confidence in supervisios, staff development, or
central office leadership but appreciate the effectiveness of principals in
dealing with “downtown.”
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Despite these serious problems, working conditions and teacher effectiveness
can be enhanced with measures short of the massive restructuring that often is
proposed to turn around the schools, While diamatic changes may be the
long-range goal, there are intermediate ones that would greatly improve the
environment for urban teachers,

Good working conditions for teachers in the “best” schools include an
adequately maiptzined physical plant, staff collegiality, participation in decision-
making and senvitive but strong administrative leadership. Where these are
present, teachers are entasiastic, cooperative, willing to take responsibility aid
have high morale.

Ironically, almost ai! <1 these conditions are not only out of the hands of
teachers, but depend more on district-level decisions than any in the building.

On thie down side, all of the schools rated poorly by teachers were marked by
a lack of resources, low staff collegiality, poor professional development, little
teacher influence over school decisions, few rewards and poor leadership. There
is no question that the performance of teachers is negatively affected in these
schools. There is higher absenteeism, reduced levels of effort, less effectiveness
in the classroom, low morale and reduced job satisfaction.

Q 11
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FINDINGS

® Urban teachers in the schools studied by [EL labor under conditions that
would not be tolerated in other pre fessional scttings. This is true of teaching in
general, but the compounding of problems in urban schools creates extremely
diflicult and demoralizing environments for those who have chosen to teach. Yet
cfforts to ameliorate the conditions are within the capacity of urban school
leadership today, as intermediary steps toward restructuring of the schools,

® The physicd condition of many buildings is substandard, due primanly to lack
of repairs and preventive maintenance, problems created by "downtown™ and
not under _he control of teachers, However, teachers appear to tolerate poor
physical conditions, if other aspects of their working conditions are adequate or
better,

® Lack of space, even in newer school buildings, pres ents some teachers from
having their own classrooms and most teachers from having sufficient storage
and activity space for their students. Few teachers have adequate workspace to
preparce for classes or meet with students individually,

® Teachers are cautious but not overly concerned about school safety, except in
very depressed neighborhoods where “outsiders” threaten secunity within the
building,

® Urban teachers often do not have even the basie resources needed for
teaching,. There are serious shortages of everything from ¢« * st paper to text-
books, teachers have limited access to modern office tewnnologies, including
copiers, let alone computers.

® Even though class sizes are comparatively large, 25-30 students on the
average, teachers want more personnel to helps students wath social and personal
problems rather than additional teachers,

® While large class sizes and hours spent outside of class (at Ieast 8 hours a
week) are not unusual for the teaching profession, they become more negatne
for urban teachers because of a lack of resourees to get the job done, It is
difficult, for example, to teach a large class with textbooks missing, supplemental
materials limited, and student counseling services unavaulable in the sehool,

® Both teachers and principals want to spend less time on paperwork and more
on professional growth and improvem.ent of instruction.

¢ Urban teachers struggle to deal with the cultures and problems of their
students, with li.aited success. Where working conditions are better, the negatne
cfiects of student behavior are reduced. Teachers want more positive relaticns
with their students, but district policies, lack of support on discipline problems
and a widening gulf between the social biuckgrounds and values of teachers and
"""Cf crudents create enormous difficultics,
ERIC

1 2 Xiii

— L o



~ students, and often dictatorial,

® Teachers want parents to provide more support for their children and for the
mission of the schools, but they also understand the social and economic factors
affecting their students’ families.

@ Reclationships between teachers and students were better in clementary
schools, in schools with strong administrative leadership (presumably because of
help on discioline and attendance problems), in schools where teachers
exercised higher influence over classroom decisions and school policics, in
schools with adequate resources and in schools with higher levels of staff
collegiality.

® Urban teachers exercise a great deal of discretion over how they teach but
perceive they gradually are losing control over what they teach to district
curricuium policies and testing programs.

® Standardized testing is viewed, both by teachers and administrators in urban
schools, as a threat to professional authority.

® Cther forms of monitoring the implementation of the curriculum, such as
observations, are considered weak by teachers.

@ Schools with teams or councils provide teachers with an important asset—
control and influence over important decisions. These could be straightforward,
intermediate steps toward restructuring of schools. But structures do not
guarantee results. District and schuol building administrators must advocate and
support teacher involvement, if 1t 15 to genuinely improve working conditions for
urban teachers.

¢ Teacher involvement and collegiality are strongly influeaced by the leadership
of the principal, the size of the school and the time provided for involvement.

® Urban teachers <o not trust the structure of supervision nor the capabilitics of
administrators to provide helpful supervision. Likewise, most administrators
believe supervision strategies are inadequate. Thesce findings hold true even in
those districts that have moved to improve the process.

@ Urban teachers view staff development activities as weak. Most arc. geared to
clementary or new teachers and are hampered by lack of time and resources.
Where teachers help plar a1 implement staff development and the activities are
conducted at the school site, mservice training is accepted more positively.

@ Urban teachers are not rewarded extrinsically for the difficult work they do.
Outside of a paycheck, teachers reccive little recogmtion for, or appreciation of,
their efforts.

® The ceffectiveness of principals, in the eyes of urban teachers, diminishes as
schools get bigger.

® The characteristics of good leadership by principals include human relations
skills, technical competence, and instructional strengths. Incffective principals
arc inaccessible, disorganized, inconsistent at enforcing rules for staff and
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© While effective instructional leadership in principals is important to urban
teachers, equally important is their ability to acquire resources for their schools,
maintain the physical plants and buffer teachers from the bureaucracy.

© Most of the problems that diminish the quality of the working condiiions of
urban teachers require district-level action, such as workload and inadequate
school resources. Further, teachers do not have much confidence in district
leadership.

@ While most districts have improvement efforts underway, they have not been
well-communicated to teachers and convey a lack of stable direction.

® Where the problems with working conditions are serious enough to impinge
on the work of teachers, they result in higher absentecism, reduced levels of
cffort, lowered effectiveness in the classroom, low morale and reduced job
satisfaction.

8 Where working conditions are good, they result in enthusiasm, high morale,
cooperation and acceptance of responsibility.

@ \Yorking conditions characteristic of the “best” schools are adequately
maintained physical plant, staff collegiality, participation in decisionmaking and
sensitive, but strong, administrative lcadership. These characteristics are more
frequently found in elementary schools in the IEL sample.

o

® The working conditions in the “worst” schools are characterized by lack of
resources. low staff collegiality, poor professional development, low teacher
influence over school decisions, low rewards and poor leadership.
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» How do working c‘ohditi‘ons

.affect teachers abllltles to

do thelr Jobs"

|

! 44 The issue ... is not whether
individuals are motivated or

| basically competent to perform
their yobs, but whether they can
perform well given their
conditions of work and the
resources they have available. 77

—Conditions and Resources of Teaching,
National Education Association, 1988, p. 9.
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1 | THE CONTEXT: REFORMERS AND
REALITIES

Fr urban tcachers, “quality of worklife” is not an
abstract concept. It affects their ability to do what
they most want to do—teach children and youth how to
succeed. It shapes their attitudes about students and their
own profession. It figures prominently in their commit-
ment to teaching. N

«

Beginning in the Spring of 1987, the Institute for Edu-
cational Leadership examined working conditions in 31
schools in five urban school systems. The study team
conducted more than 400 interviews with teachers,
administrative and central office staff, schoo! board mem-
bers and unjon personnel. The purpose was two-fold: to
provide a rich description of conditions facing urban
teachers and to gain insight into how variations in condi-
tions affect teachers.

The Reform Movement and Working
Conditions

The decision to conduct the study came as educational
reform in this country shifted from raising academic stan-
dards and tightening up accountability to improving the
quality of teaching. In the past, public school teachers
often were criticized collectively by the public and the
media as less than competent, lacking in commitment, or
responsil-le somchow for the inadequate achievement of
American students. Today, good teachers are considered
‘essential—and endangered. Recognition of the need to
recruit and keep good teachers has led policymakers to
focus on professional standards, incentives, and work-

place reforms.

... changes, aimed ai
These changes, aimed at altering the conditions under altering the conditions

which teachers labor, must be based on realistic descrip- under which teachers

tions of their worklives. They should be responsive as labor, must be based on
well to the needs of teachers as professionals in 2 work- realistic descriptions of
ing environment and they must contribute to student their worklives.

development and academic success.
)
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WORKING EN URBAN SCHOOLS

...greater
participation in
decisionmaking and
restructuring of schools
to alter teacher roles,
are distant from the
day-to-day lives of most
urban teachers.

The School as a Workplace

The workplace reform and effective schools research
contain similar propositions about the desired environ-
ment. for professional work. Typically, these include:

® Decent and safe physical conditions

® Access to the materials and equipment needed

® Reasonable workloads and time for professional
responsibilities

@ Sufficient autonomy to meet student needs

® Active participation in decisions affecting their work

@ Regular opportunities for interaction and sharing
with colleagues

© Treatment as professionals by superiors and by peers

® Opportunities for professional growth

® Meaningful recognition/rewards for their efforts and
achievements

® Supportive leadership

These ten dimensions of workplaces significantly affect
the behavior and attitudes of workers and are essential to
attaining and maintaining high levels of performance.
Taken together, they provide a model of a professional
environment. To some, they constitute the agenda for the
reform of the school as a workplace.

The Call for Reform

Unfortunately, there is evidence that the proposed dra-
matic changes in the teaching profession, including
greater participation in decisionmaking and restructuring
of schools to alter teacher roles, are distant from the day-
to-day lives of most urban teachers.

National and state surveys of teachers’ views on
schools as workplaces and on proposed reforms provide
an unsettling picture of schools. Teachers express great
dissatisfaction with communications with principals, sel-
dom work with or are observed by colleagues, and have
only limited opportunities to be involved in decisionmak-
ing. Just as significant, teachers report frequent problems
with obtaining adequate supplies and materials for teach-
ing, inadequate space, and lack of equipment.

‘The reform efforts of the early 1980s did little to build
teachers’ trust that reform efforts are in their best inter-
est. The 192151’: rt of the National Commission on
Excellence i gxomtion and subsequent reform reports

~
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expressed their concern that “not enough academically
able students are being attracted to teaching.” These
carly reports called for higher entry standards, higher sal-
aries, better working conditions, and new opportunities
for advancement for teachers. State responses varied; typ-
ically they raised salaries for beginning teachers, raised
the standards for entry into the profession and improved
teacher education. There were isolated, although well
publicized efforts, to introduce new incentive structures,
such as merit pay and master teacher progranis, but, by
and large, workplace issues were neglected.

As a result of the mounting evidence that talented
teachers were leaving the profession because of poor
working conditions and inadequate salaries, policymakers
have turned their attention to the improvement of teach-
ing environments. “Restructuring schools” and “profes-
sionalizing teaching” have replaced “raising standards” as
the themes of the reform movement.

In 1986, the Carnegie Foruin on Education and the
Economy issued a dramatic call for the creation of “a
profession of well-educated teachers prepared to assume
new powers and responsibilities to redesign schools for
the future.” The report recommended restructuring
schools to provide more professional environments for
teaching. This would free teachers to collectively deter-
mine how best to meet the necds of their students and
fulfill state and local goals, while holding them account-
able for student progress. Not long after, the National
Governors’ Association issued Téme for Results, echoing
these recommendations, citing better work environ-
ments, higher salaries, more policy influence, and career
ladders as needed reforms in teaching. Both reports
argued that better working conditions would attract and
hold better people and that teachers would be more
effective if their conditions of work were changed.

‘The recommendations in these reports and the prom-
ising expetiments they have stimulated respond to the
desires of teachers for greater professionalism. However,
they also depend upon a restructuring of the public
schools that is likely to take time. The proposed changes
also are likely to be costly, e.g., smaller classes, more dis-
cretionary time, and higher salaries; it is hard for teachers
to believe that such reforms will come to pass in the
(3 diate future. ¥
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WORKING IN URBAN SCHOOLS

.. . arevolution bas
been underway in
management-labor
relatious outside of
education, based on the
premise that an
enterprise functions
best if all stakeholders
participate in decisions
affecting their work.

In the plans to empower teachers and alter profes-
sional standards, the everyday problems that frustrate
teachers—shortages of matertals, inadequate facilitics, the
abundance of paperwork, disrespectful students—get lit-
tle comment. This report focusecs on the realities of urban
teaching that need immediate relief and that can be
addressed as initial efforts within broader reform plans.

Teacher Unions and Reform

Teacher unions also have been concerned with work
reform in schools. Historically, they sought improved
working conditions through collective bargaining with
limited success. Their efforts have often been obstructed
by limitations on the scope of bargaining. The distinction
between policy, a prerogative of management, and work-
ing conditions has proved to be difficult to make in edu-
cation and has hampered cfforts to solve workplace prob-
lems through collective bargaining.

Furthermore, teachers’ unions followed the model of
industrial unionism and, as a consequence, tended to
emphasize those improvements that would materially
benefit all members and also strengthen the role of the
union. They opposed reforms that would differentiate
among teachers or blur distinctions between employees
and management.

However, the industrial union model of collective bar-
gaining hasn’t meshed well with professional needs and
aspiratior s of tcachers. Adversarial bargaining led to the
centralization of authority and policymaking and efforts
by administrators to limit the discretion and autonomy of
teachers. Concern over work rules competed with
professional norms governing teacher behavior. There
has been tension between teacher authority based on
professional norms and standards of quality and the work
rules defined by employers and by bargaining agree-
ments.

Mcanwhile, a revolution has been underway in man-
agement-labor relations outside of education, based on
the premise that an enterprise functions best if all stake-
holders participate in decisions affecting their work. The
Carnegic Y¥orum called for similar changes in education
to empower teachers. The “school team” model of staff
organization and carecr ladder described in the Carnegic
report are manifestly different from the industrial labor-
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management model, and many feel that such reforms
require new approaches to collective bargaining,

Experiments in collaboration have appeared in large
school districts such as Miami-Dade, Cincinnati, Colum-
bus, Toledo, and Rochester and in smaller ones such as
Hammond, Indiana and Sunnyside, Arizona. These experi-
ments, while varying in their scope and in their specifics,
are changing the roles and responsibilitics of teachers
and the way that decisions arc made. And their visibility
is changing the character of national debates about the
reform of the professional environment. The initiative has
shifted from state capitols to local policymakers and
union leaders.

There is still debate and ferment among union Icaders
about the meaning and durability of these reforms. Many
sec them as the flagships leading the way inio a new era
of collective bargaining; others remain skeptical and are
concerned about the impact on their members.

Furthermore, there also are reasons to doubt the pub-
lic will be willing to bear the costs of all proposed
changes. Some of the more expensive proposals may
prove difficult to sustain or extend. Many union Ieaders
still fecl teachers are more concerned with “bread and
butter” issues and may see reforms as mere distractions if |
their basic nceds for better salaries and working condi- ;
tions are not met. And not all teachers want the new |
roles and responsibilities.

Nevertheless, teacher organizations are working with
management to restructure schools, seeking ways to
make them better and more cffective workplaces. They
are scarching for ways to advance the profession, but
aiways with the caveat that the strategies cannot under-
mine the bargaining process itself.

Urban Schools and the Conditions of Teaching

|

|

l

The need to make schools more cffective while being . . . urban teachers bave ‘

sensitive to bargaining implications is quite clear in urban  been found to work
schools. In almost every instance where evidence is avail-  under conditions

able, urban teachers have been found to work under con-  dramatically worse ‘

ditions dramatically worsc than teachers in general, than teachers in
caused in many instances by continuing fiscal crises. If general, caused in
anything, the financial base of urban schools has wors- many instaxces by

ened during this period of reform. From 1981 to 1986, continuing fiscal crises.
‘g3l revenues to the 44 largest school districts
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Large urban schools . . .
are less able to attract
qualified teachers than
surrounding sudburban
schools . . .

dropped by 20 percent. This change in support came at
the same time as local tax bases and aid to cities in social
services, transportation and revenue sharing were
decreasing. Schools could not expect replacement reve:
nues from local sources. Exacerbating this local resource
problem were continuing inequitics in state funding of
local districts.

These districts, because of their fiscal problems, are
more likely to have aging school buildings and less likely
to be well equipped for new technologics. They have
more difficulty maintaining their schools. Class sizcs are
likely to be larger and textbooks older.

Students in urban schools are poorer and more are “at
risk.” Fewer middle-income families remain in the city.
More children come from single-parent familics and live
in neighborhoods where unemployment is high, and
hope is not. And the achievement gap between inner-city
students and more advantaged students remaine high,
despite recent gains by black and Hispanic youngsters.
Further, the number of low-achieving youngsters and
those in need of special services appears to be increasing,

New demands for services, higher expectations for
urban schools and a new philosophy of “doing more with
less” have put urban school districts in a difficult place
for implementing educational reforms and raising student
achievement. Most have major initiatives underway:
encouraging effective teaching; strengthening curriculum
and management; designing alternate delivery systems for
students needing and wanting specialized attention
(including magnets, special academic or vecational pro-
grams); expanding early childhood programs; expanding
social support programs to keep students from dropping
out; and building partnerships with business. These pro-
grams are helping urban districts improve their effective-
ness, but they place greater burdens on an inadequate
fiscal base and often are implemented at the expense of
other equally valuable programs.

Large urban schools also face a staffing problem that
could undermine their efforts to improve. They are less
able to attract qualified teachers than surrounding subur-
ban schools, and their ratio of teaching vacancics was
three times as high as other districts in 1983. With the
aging of their teaching force and shortage of resources,
the recruitment problem puts a premium on relaining
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effective teachers and providing them the support and
assistance they need. Like other districts, large vrbar
schools find it difficult to recruit adequate numbers of
minority teachers. Since 71 percent of all black students
and 50 percent of all Hispanic students attend urban
schools, the lack of minority teachers makes it difficult to
bridge the cultural differences.

Recruiting better teachers is not an easily solved prob-
lem. Urban districts suffer from problems devastating :c
teacher morale: bureaucracies which stipulate teaching
content and timing in order to build student achieve-
ment, student discipline problems, a greater share of stu-
dents with whom it is hard to achieve results, and poor
physical working conditions.

According to the Council of the Great City Schools
report, only 39 pereent of city teachers feel respected by
socizty compared ¢« 47 percent of all teachers. A full 47
percent feel that parental and community support for the
school in which they teach is only fair or poor. A recent
survey of teachers by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching found that urban tcachers face
more problems in their daily work, have less authority
and get less administrative support than other teachers.

Working in Urban Schools was undertaken to develop
better data on the conditions of teaching in utban areas.
We were interested in examining the dynamics of the
workplace and the conditions faced by teachers and ineir
influence on teacher behavior and productivity. The su-
veys done in the past have little comparative data on
urban schools and tell us little about how conditions in
schools vary or why. Survey data do not reveal how
teachers are affected by these conditions.

We have stayed close to the description of the schools
as reported by the school staff and as observed by the
rescarchers. We examine the impact of these conditions,
using both the teachers’ descriptions and other district
data. We have represented data graphically so that read-
ers can get a sense of what the typical situation is in
these 31 schools, with variations where they exist.

‘The first chapter describes the physical shape of the
buildings, including the condition of the buildings, space,
maintenance and security. The second examines
resources available and teacher workload. A third chapter
*70v ~es the impact of student behavior. The fourth and
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fifth chapters examine teacher influence, first in the class-
room and then in other school decisionmaking. The sixth
chapter, as well, examines teacher involvement with
peers. Supervision, professional development and
rewards, all topics talked about as ways of investing in
human resources, are examined in the sixth chapter.
Finally, we ook at the impact of district policies and the
overall effects of working conditions.

This is a study of a sample of urban schools. Our find-
ings do not represent any one particular urban school or
district; they are drawn from a varied group of schools in
urban districts. They provide useful insights into the
prospects of changing the quality of worklife for urban
teachers.
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What is the overall physical

condition of the school?

41T eachers feel powerless to
change the physical
conditions. 77
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2 | THE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS:
RED TAPE AND BEGGING

hat is it that impresses you as you enter a school?

Is the building an inviting, pleasant place—with
life and interest, a home away from home, an environ-
ment which stimulates excitement and encourages
expression? Few would put the school building top on
the list of essential ingredients for a quality education.
But again, can we delight in leaming when the surround-
ings are drab and desolate? Aren’t school buildings the
physical expression of how a community cares for its
young?

Recent reports and news stories are rife with descrip-
tions of older school buildings in 2 “critical state of disre-
pair,” maintenance deferred in order to shift funds to new
programs. A 1987 report of the Council of the Great City
Schools shows that 70 percent of the largest city schools
are older than 25 years. Although older buildings often
require more maintenance, only 3.5 percent of the
annual budget is spent on maintenance in these 44 large
districts, down from 6 percent four years ago. It isa
steadily decreasing proportion of the school budget.

In 1983, the backlog of school repair and renovation
projecis was cstimated at $25 billion across the country,
according to a study by the Council and two other
national organizations, These projects included major
items such as plumbing, heating and coofing systems,
electrical wiring, roofing, and asbestos removal. This
deferral of maintenance projects has continued. Accord-
ing to the Council’s 1987 report, 85 percent of the main.
tenance funds are currently spent for “breakdown or
emergency maintenance,” not routine or annual work. In
one large urban district, for example, “the current main-
tenance budget is enough to paint classrooms every 100
years and to replace floor coverings once every 50
years.” (Education Week, 1987)

Despite these commonly held views and reinforcing
stausucs the findings from our 31 schools (Table 2:1)
hat overall, when considering physnca! conditions,

i >
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L
TABLE 2:1

OVERALL CONDITION OF BUILDINGS BY LEVEL OF ¢ HQOILS

(N=3.)

School Level Good

Assessment of Condition of Building

Adequate Adequate
to Good Adequate to Poor Poor

Elementary 1
(N=11)

Middle 1
(N=10)

Secondary 1
(N=10)

3 4 3 0
4 3 0 2

0 4 2 3

Total 3

7 11 5 5

space, maintenance and safety, teachers consider most
buildings to be adequate. While physical conditions can
vary significantly from building to building even within a
district, only three schools were considered by teachers
to be in “good” condition. Ten schools were reported as
less than adequate. These judgments tend to be conserva-
tive. Teachers appeared to accept as normal, and there-
fore adequate, conditions that were at best bleak and

dreary.

Teachers told us that physical conditions have direct
positive and negative etfects on teacher morale, sense of
personal safety, feelings of effectivencss in the classroom,
and on the general learning environment. Building reno-
vations in one district led to “a renewed sense of hope, of
commitment, a belief that the district cared about what
went on in that building,” according to teachers. In dilap-
idated buildings in another district, the atmosphere was
punctuated more by despair and frustration, with teach-
ers reporting that leaking roofs, burned out lights, and
broken toilets were the typical backdrop for teaching and
learning,

Furthermore, there was little disagreement among
administrators, teachers, and building representatives in
all the schools as to the physical conditions of the
schools and the nature of the problems encountered.
Problems, when present, seemed fairly obvious to every-
one. The grade level of the schools had no particular
bearing on overall physical conditions.

The location of the school, however, was significant. In
the three districts where inadcquate facilities were

2%




PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

reported, each of the buildings was located in a low-
income, inner-city neighborhood or downtown setting.
These impoverished locations experienced problems of
outsiders entering the building, vandalism, and unsafe
parking lots. These schools were the only ones where
safcty was said to be an issue. Some newer buildings
were identified as inadequate; age of a building was Iess
of a factor than a history of disrepair and neglect.

The responses to questions about how the building
was to work in—problems with the condition of the
facility, adequacy of space, quality of maintenance, and
building safety—are shown in Table 2:2 according to
Ievel of school.

R
TABLE 2:2
PROBLEMS WITH BUILDINGS BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
(N=31)
Problem Areas
School Level Physical Condition Space Maintenance Safety
Elementary 5 5 7 3
(N=11)
Middle 3 5 5 2
(N=10)
Secondary 7 6 8 3
(N=10)
Total 15 16 20 8

Physical Conditions: Don’t Renovate and Cut
Maintenance

According to administrators in a district with both ade-
quate and inadequate buildings, a major fiscal crisis
shelved a capital investment plan that would have refur-
bished structures or built desperately nceded new
schools. Many buildings were over 50 years old. The
building plan had to be curtailed and the maintenance
budget drastically cut. The area of the city with the old-
est, most dilapidated buildings is predominantly black
and Hispanic. This area also has the fastest population
growth in the city. In response to pleas, the district reem-
barked on a five-year capital investment plan, targeting
many of the schools in this section of the city. However,
according to district administrators and teachers alike,
the cutbacks have had a lasting impact on working condi-
**75° “nd educational quality.
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In another district, physical conditions overall were
fair to poor. For many ycars there was no regular or pre-
ventive maintenance, just major repairs when something
fell apart. Eight years ago renovations covered major
repairs, such as roof replacement, window replacement,
and internal work in many buildings, but other buildings
were left in bad condition. And now the district has lost
the ability to generate monies for capital improvements.
The maintenance program is bogged down in “too much
red tape” complained many respondents, “and the only
way principals can get maintenance done is through
aggressive complaining.” According to district officials,
the money for repairs is sufficient, but getting repairs
done is up to the principals.

“and the only way
principals can get
maintenance done is
through aggressive
complaining.”

These voices reflect 2 common chord. In all schools,
respondents said that principal leadership is vital to keep-
ing up with the maintenance and repair in buildings. Suc-
cess depends on whether the principal places a high
priority on repairs and cieanliness. A real differcnce in a
building can depend on whether the principal has a role
in hiring or selecting custodial staff. A unjon representa-
tive claimed that “the head custodian is one of the most
significant persons in the life of a school.”

Space

Even if the school is new, well-built and maintained,

professionals still necd working space of their own. Yet,

16 of 31 schools reported space problems, centered

around the lack of classrooms—the effects of over-enroll-

ment, reduced class size, and special education and reme-

dial programs. Other common space problems described
l: l{ll C were the number of students compared to the size of the
29




room, the lack or quality of office space or teacher
lounges, meeting space and common areas, and the Jack
of storage space. Table 2:3 identifies these space needs.

Teachers don’t talk about just needing classrooms.
Their comments are in terms of specific teaching space
needs. For example, especially at the elementary and
middle school levels, teachers report needing rooms for
special activities, meeting with parents, and remedial pro-
grams. And they -eport that the teacher/student ratio is
judged by the district-wide average, not by the size of the
room. In other words, space is not matched to needs.

In ten of these sixteen schools, there are teachers who
do not have their own classrooms and “float” from room
to room. Floating often is coupled with no teacher office
space, workrooms or any storage space. Teachers say
they are reduced to wheeling their materials around on
carts from room to room.

“I Would Give Anything for a Classroom of My
Own”

None of the four schools assessed as good in terms of
conditions was said to have space problems. The major
problem cited among schools with space problems was
the lack of classrooms. “I would do anything for a class-
room of my own,” said one teacher, “I now have science
classes plus labs in four different rooms.” The only dis-
trict where classroom space was not a problem in any of
the schools studied was experiencing district-wide
under-enrollment.

According to teachers in one district, accommodating
special education classes has reduced classroom space.
The role of special education in the district was
expanded, but no arrangement was made to supply the
space needed for classes of smaller size. This led to a
space squeeze, creating large class sizes in many build-
ings, even at the elementary level. In some schools, stor-
age space has been eliminated to provide needed expan-
sion for other uses, As one elementary teacher indicated,
“closets are being used for classrooms. The ditto machine
is in 2 women's restroom.” Another added, “the special
education cadre is off in an unsafe closet with no ventila-

: windows, and exposed heating pipes.”
30
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TABLE 2:3

Space Needs As
Cited By Teachers

Percentage of Total
Responses
(N =197)
More Classrooms*
Storage Space
Larger Classrooms
Teacher Workspaces
Offices
Faculty Lounge
Meeting Space
More Space
Restrooms
Cafeteria/Auditorium
Departmental Offices
Library
Phone Facilities
Other

* In 10 of 31 schools, some
teachers had to share

—
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classroom space.

“The ditto machine is in
a women’s restroom.”
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“ ..school custodians
can’t screw a bolt in the
door unless they call

central administration.”
O

| Teach in a Storage Room”’

In a second district, teachers reported similar prob-
lems. “I have classes in a small lounge,” said one. “It's
windowless. It’s claustrophobic. People come in to use
the restrooms and disrupt classes.” The feeling among the
teachers was that there were simply too many students
and not enough of anything else. Teachers sharing class-
rooms contended the atrangement kept them disorga-
nized and unfocused throughout the day. Shifting from
room to room increases the need for places to store
books and materials, but these also are lacking, “I teach in
a storage room,” explained one teacher. “I've asked for
years for a place to store textbooks.” The teachers’
lounge vvas so small that teachers ate outside the school
or in their classrooms. “That is a lost opportunity for
informal teacher interaction and collegiality,” observed a
school principal.

Even in schools where there were enough classrooms
because of under-enrollment, there were problems
because space was underutilized. Classrooms sat €empty,
rather than being assigned to teachers as office, work-
room, or lounge space. Respondents felt that this dis-
played an insensitivity to teachers’ daily needs. Teachers
worked in isolation in their classrooms. Interaction with
other teachers was cffectively cut off.

Maintenance

Respondents reported some type of maintenance prob-
lems in 20 of the 31 schools. Major maintenance issues
identified were:

® Daily cleanliness

® Inadequate custodial staffs

® Neglect of needed repairs

® The lengthy process of repair work

The major complaint was about unnecessarily compli-
cated repair requisition orders that had to be processed
through the central district office where response was
very slow. On the other hand, aggressive principal leader-
ship was often found to counter problems of “red-tape” at
the building level. Said one respondent, “Custodians are
restricted by union work rules and regulations. For exam-
ple, school custodians can't screw a bolt in the door
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unless they call central administration. It’s a lengthy and
bureaucratic process. As a result, we never get anything
repaired.” Minor problems neglected because of “red-
tape” eventually turned into major problems, symptom-
atic of overall building decline. Generally, there was the
perception that maintenance personnel have been
reduced over the years, and their job descriptions
increasingly specialized.

“It Teok Hours of Begging to Get it Fixed”

“I had a broken clock in my classroom for five months.
It took hours of begging, pleading, and writing invoices
to get it fixed. That was time and energy that could have
been used for instruction.”

Other respondents felt slow repair times showed that
the district didn’t care about their building. “The central
officc wants to abandon this building and doesn’t want to
put money into it,” said onc principal. “We have constant
breakdowns of the clectrical, plumbing, heating systems.
Bells do not work properly. It takes forever to get any-
thing repaired. This building used to be immaculate, now
it’s so filthy I have to wash my hands every period.” As a
result, administrators and staff continually pestered the
custodial staff. This led to “a constant badgering of people
which is negative and counter-productive,” said the prin-
cipal.

In one school, all those interviewed were in absolute
agreement about the signs of decay. The grounds were
unkept, the building in disrepair, the hallways littered and
“dangerous.” Windows often were broken and remained
50; haltways were dark from burned-out light bulbs.
Respondents claimed there was no maintenance to speak
of and not enough custodians or supplics to keep the
building clean.

Said one teacher unjon representative, “Teachers feel
powerless to change the physical conditions. The chicf
administrator could play a greater role in decision-
making with regard to this.” The building’s operating
budget did not begin to cover even daily maintenance
expenses. The principal was buying toilet paper for the
school from his paycheck. District administrators con-
firmed that morale in the school was extremcly low and
@ e building should be condemned.

Ly
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be immaculate; now it's
so filthy I bhave to wash
my bands every period.”
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“We bave made it a
cooperative effort.”

ERIC
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‘“We Make Do With What We Have”

When maintenance problems extended to daily clean-
liness, it greatly affected teacher morale. Many schools
have experienced steady cutbacks in custodial staff and
cleaning supply budgets. This was countered in one
building where the principal embarked on a crusade to
keep the building clean. The principal’s first priority was
to upgrade the custodial staff by paying personai atten-
tion to hiring energetic people. In this building, custodi-
ans were cleaning in the hall every period. The pride
they showed in the building was obvious.

Building pride extended to the students, as well. The
adults worked to maintain high expectations for students
about the building, and the students responded. “Teach-
ers, custodial staff, and principal have reiaforced the idea
of keeping a good, clean school,” said one respondent,
“We have made it a cooperative effort.”
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Safety

Although building safety has been reported to be a
concern of teachers, safety and security problems were
reported in only 8 of the 31 schools, all of which were in
inner-city, low-income neighborhoods or downtown.
Safety was a problem in only three of the secondary
schools. Most teachers did not report being fearful about
going to work, although some were cautious about com-
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ing t00 soon or staying too late. Some noted the need for
better lighting and monitoring of parking lots. Others
complained that building security needed to be stepped
up to keep out non-students,

Teachers ir. one building finally raised enough money
together for new lighting in the parking lot which
seemed to decrease the problems. In another school,
teachers pooled funds to pay for a security guard to mon-
itor the parking lot.

A problem in some buildings was theft, usually break-
ins after school hours. “Everyone has keys,” one respon-
dent said, “including custodians who have been fired.”
“You cannot leave valuables in the building,” said another.
“The master keys were stolen, but the locks have not
been changed.”

The biggest problems did not seem 10 be caused by
students but by outsiders. Buildiug security was a factor
in all the schools reporting safety problems because too
many outsiders had access, especially in buildings located
in unsafe neighborhoods. Non-students came into the
building during school hours to steal equipment and sup-
plies. Respondents cited too many unguarded entrances
and not enough security staff to patrol the building. “We
have funding for a security officer four days a week,
which is not sufficient,” an administrator said. “We need
at least two full-time officers in order to monitor halls.”
One secondary school had 40 entrances and exits to the
building, “an impossible situation to monitor.”

One teacher summed up the concerns of others: “I
don'’t feel afraid,” she said, “but I've had to develop cop-
ing strategies so my teaching job won’t turn into a night-
mare. The problem will come when my coping strategies
absorb energy that I could expend on my students.”

SUMMARY

In summary, the study determined that the physical
condition of buildings was:

® Not dependent on grade level of schoal

¢ Not dependent on age of building

® Dependent on the condition of the neighborhood
surrounding the school

® Dependent on the role of district policy

t , Npendent on principal leadership
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“Idon’t feel afraid, but
I've bad to develop
coping strategies so my
teaching job won’t turn
into a nightmare.”
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| ® Dependent on timely renovation and regular and
preventive maintenance

\

‘ There were serious facilities problems in about one-

. third of the schools. The most common problems were
poor maintenance, lack of space, and failure to make
major repairs. Good buildings were clean, safe, well-
maintained, with adequate classrooms and common areas
for teachers and students. Table 2:4 describes the charac-
teristics of good and poor buildings.

RS RSN
TABLE 2:4
CHARACTERISTICS OF “GOOD” AND “POOR” BUILDINGS
Facility Space Maintenance Safety
Good Recent major renovations Ample, large classrooms  No repair problems Monitor building closcly
New furnishings Teacher workspace Emphasis on cleanliness Adcquate sceurnty staff
Well maintained building Team offices Sufficient custodial staff Secuped patiung area
Efficient cooling/heating Adequate storage space  Adequate cleaning supplics
system Renovated faculty lounge No delay on repairs
Pride in building
Poor '¥indows broken Not cnough classrooms, Major repair problems Access of building
Lights burned out tcachers “float” Shortages of cleaning supplics Inadequate security staff
Lonag term decline, No offices or teacher Custodial staff cutbacks Vandalism
neglect workrooms Lengthy process for repaits  Unsafe neighborhood
Poor design No storage space
Shoddy construction Small classrooms
Major repair problems  Overcrowding

35
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Are there adequate staff,

-

materials and equipment to

meet the needs of students?

41 M any teachers buy their
own supplies because they are
so demoralized by begging and
pleading for materials. 77
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3 | RESOURCES AND TEACHER WORKLOAD:
BUILDING A HOUSE WITH NO NAILS

Talchcrs often spend hours trying to locate the ma-
terials they need. When basic school resources, such
as textbooks, supplementary materials, audio-visual
equipment, and support staff are lacking, teachers’ ener-
gics 2re drained away from students into activitics akin to
foraging. If their efforts fail, teachers purchase materials
themselves, but ofter: the end result is to limit classroom
activities and undercut expectations for success.

And if their workload is increased, through larger class
sizes, additional paperwork, or non-instructional respon-
sibilities, energy again is diverted away from the class-
room into related but incidental pursuits. Often class-
room effectiveness boils down to physical stamina and
endurance,

Taken together, teaching resources and workload can
make or break effective teaching. Yet, a 1986 survey of
California teachers concluded that teachers operate daily
with insufficient textbooks, materials, and equipment to
carry out their teaching tasks. A second report, under-
taken by the American Federation of Teachers, entitled
Schools as a Workplace, argued that school systems need
to improve resource allocation, standards for equipment
and supplies, and availability of materials in order to aile-
viate stress. Pressures cited were long hours, too much
paperwork, large classes and no planning time.

These two dimensions of working conditions, then, are
very closely interwoven and interdependent. Lack of
resources increases the teacher’s workload. A heavy
workload makes it difficult for the teacher to effectively
use even those resources that are available.

The Common Picture: “We Don’t Have the
Resources To Do the Job....”
In 25 of the 31 schools, resources—materials, staff, and

cquipment—were rated as less than adequate. Nineteen
n( thase schools were reported as definitely “inadequate.”
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In only six schools did teachers and administrators find
their overall resources “adequate” or “adequate to good.”
None of the schools were perceived as having a “good”
resource situation, There were no marked differences of
opinion between teachers and administrators about the
adequacy of resources. Most administrators frankly admit-
ted chronic and exasperating resource inadequacies.
Table 3:1 summarizes the responses of teachers and
administrators to the resource situation in their schools,
Table 3:2 goes one step further to show the number and
level of schools with resource problems of stafling, mate-
rials, or equipment.

L
TABLE 3:1
ADEQUACY OF ALL RESOURCES BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
(N=31)
Assessment of Adequacy of Resources
Adcquate Adequate
School Level Good 10 Good Adequate to Inadequate Inadequate
Elementary 0 1 2 1 7
(N=11)
Middle 0 0 2 3 5
(N = 10)
Sccondary 0 0 1 2 7
(N = 10)
Total 0 1 5 6 19
IR NIRRT
TABLE 3:2
PROBLEMS WITH RESOURCES BY LEVEL OF SCIIOOL
(N=31)
Problem Arcas
School Level Staff Materials Equipment
Elementary 10 7 7
(N=11)
Middle 10 6 4
(N = 10)
Secondary 7 7 4
(N = 10)
Total 27 20 15

Staffing: “Thesr Kids Need Special Help to
Meet Their Needs”

There was virtual unanimity across all the schools
about the need for more staff. Of the 31 schools, 27 iden-
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tified insufficient staff as a problem arca. Repeatedly,
teache 2 and administrators cited the need for counsel-
ors, specialists, social workers, security staff, custodial
staff, and more tcachers. But most of the needs cited,
surprisingly, were not for more regular classroom teach.
crs. More often than not, teachers requested support staff,
such as counsclors, nurses, social workers, sccurity staff,
and aides. The primary need was to have services and
personnel to deal with students’ academic and emotional
problems and with discipline, especially because of the
large class sizes.

Almost every school lacked support staff, such as social
workers, counsclors, and nurses. Many felt that support
staff would provide more of an immediate benefit than
adding more teachers. “It would take a lot of the pressure
off of us,” said one teacher. Teachers linked the need for
support staff with the complex needs of the student pop:
ulation. In many schools, the majority of students needed
specialized attention. Counselors were needed to refer
families to appropriate agencies that could help them.
Many children needed support from other adults that
they Gidn't have at home. Many students were from low-
income, single-parent families, who came to school with
many more additional problems to classroom learning.
“We arc just able to deal with crisis intervention; there's
no time for prevention and no time for follow through,”
said onc teacher. Teachers ofien found themselves caught
up in students’ personal problems to the extent that on
sume days they played more the role of the social worker
or counsclor, less the role of instructor.

“Our school counsclors don't have time to counsel stu-
dents,” one teacher said. “They spend 99 perceat of their
time on administrative tasks and responsibilities.” Accord.
ing to one principal in an elementary school, “We nced a
full-time social worker and counsclor. We are now using
part-time, retired junior high school counselors. We need
a counsclor three to five days a week instead of just one
day. We nced an assistant principal in the building or a
quasi-administrative assistant to help.” Many clementary
schools were run by one overworked administravor, and
cven teachers pointed out the need for an assistant prin.
cipal.

“We need a social worker and a counsclor to assist
" "ren with behavioral problems,” said a teacher, “We
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Teachers aften found
themselves caught up in
students’ personal
problens to the extent
that on some days they
Dlayed more the role of
the soctal worker or
counselor, less the role

of instructor.
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TABLE 3:3 need aides because of the large classes.” In another build-
ing: “We need more counselors; the ratio is 1:400. We
Staff Needs as Cited by only have two clerks to handle attendance, school
Teachers finances, and the « Jice. So we're stretching it.”
Percentage of Total

l(‘lssl_’ozls_g Ccunselor ratios at the secondary level were too high
P ~ p—— (ranging from 3:700 to 1:500, with most being 1:400 to
Teachers 12 1:450), and few counselors or other support personnel
Teacher Aides 10 existed at the elementary level.
Social Workers 9
Clerical Support 8 The need for more classroom teachers usually was
2:?32‘;,‘“ 2 mentioned in the context of reducing class size. Or in the
Maintenance 6 case of middle schools, more specialized teachers were
Nurse . 6 needed to teach science, music, and physical education
g;ii?a‘;'gﬁémon 2 to offer 2 more balanced and diverse curriculum. Other
Administrative 2 staffing needs commonly repeated were for more custo-
Other 8 dians, security guards, and substitutes.

“Three or four years ago, we had a much more exten-
sive curriculum for our students,” said one administrator.
“Due to finances, we keep losing faculty. We should be
offering other classes.” A teacher echoed the complaint:
“We need additional staff for major academic subjects—
language arts, science, math, social studies. Teachers are
trying to teach across subjects. There is not enough staff
to teach classcs the way the building is designed. We're
forced to teach closed-class subjects within an open-plan
building.”

In some schools, finding qualified substitutes was a
SIS = major problem. As one teacher remarked, “Special pro-
“Special program staff ~ &am staff have to substitute on a regular basis which
bave to substitute ona  \cssens the quality of our programs.” Gne district permit-

regular basis which ted one full-time substitute for the building and gave dis-
lessens the quality of cretionary money for substitutes; if none were available,
our programs.” then a class was divided into thirds and teachers paid

one-third of the daily substitute salary. Lacking substi-
tutes, teachers were asked to cover classes during their
group period or to take additional students into alzeady
crowded classes.

Said a respondent from another school: “The class size
is outrageous, totally out of hand. I had to substitute 27
times this year for other teachers at $7 per hour. Lots of
teachers show up late.” And at another school: “This
school needs more substitute teachers. Every school has
two school-based substitutes but often have five or six
Q teachers absent.”
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Materials: “Part of Every Paycheck Goes
Toward Buying Supplies”

With only six schools indicating that resources were
adequate, teachers and administrators in the other
schools expressed over and over the need for more
materials. They reported shortages of everything from
textbooks to toilet paper. For example, one teacher com-
plained that “classes need desks and blackboards. I finally
bought two small blackboards and pounded them into
the wall.” This example was echoed by many who said
princip: s and teachers have to make purchases from
their own pockets, In one district, respondents reported

science equipment were not available in five of the six

RESOURCES

that supplemental materials, dictionaries, reading kits, and U

schools studied. One high school teacher lamented, “I Iﬁ';lall;ll}; iz;:fbt Zs"o 4

have three classes without textbooks, We are not allowed "% aras an

lab workbooks” pounded them into the
wall.”

In some schools, teachers don’t even have the most
basic materials—paper, pencils, textbooks, reading kits,
ditto fluid—for teaching, At the same time, they face
large class sizes and no resource assistance. Teachers
often must beg or borrow resources from others or
spend their own paychecks on supplies.

Some schools ration paper or keep it locked up, which
further demoralizes teachers, The process for distributing
supplies is experienced as demeaning and unprofessional.
“We have to ask the secretary for everything—paper,
pencils, crayons,” said one teacher. “Most of the time, I
buy my own supplies because I don’t want to go through
the secretary. The supply closet is her kingdom and she is
very protective about it.” Said a second teacher, “We get
a small package of chalk with eight sticks; ditto paper has
to be purchased out-of-pocket or borrowed from friends
at other schools. Workbooks are not even one per stu-
dent.”

buy ditto masters and paper from my own pocket. The
amount of supplies is dismal. There is no lab equipment
for science and persistent shortages every year with text-
books.” A fourth teacher responded: “There are not
enough recading books for the students. No reading kits,
tape recorders, workbooks, or other supplementals. We
sz;n have shortages of paper.” And a fifth teacher com-

csz‘ 4 2

i “For the last four years,” said another, “I have had to
V
\
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schools, AV equipment
bad been stolen and not
replaced.

Q

In several of the bigh
|
|
|
|

mented: “I just beught a case of ditto paper out of my
own salary.”

The lack of supplies directly affects teacher attitudes.
Typical of the comments: “Many teachers buy their own
suppli zs because they are so demoralized by begging and
pleading for materials.” In most schools, there was a
“rationing atmosphere” about basic supplies, summmed up
well by the teacher who said, “It’s like they want us to
build a house but not usc any nails.”

Equipment: “We Have to Sneak to Use the
Xerox Machine”

In 15 of the 31 schools, there was limited availability
or access to such equipment as computers, copiers, tele-
phones, and AV equipment. Both quantity and quality of
equipment were concerns.

The copy machine was a prized piece of equipment in
almost every school, and it was a major item of conten-
tion. Because textbooks were not readily available in all
schools and supplemental materials limited, the ability to
quickly duplicate materials was prized and considered
essential by many teachers. As one teacher said, “We only
have one copier. The lines are long, and teachers wait a
long time.” Or, an elementary principal said, “We only
have one copier that 65 people must use. Our budget
does not allow us to purchase or even rent one, SO ours
is broken down a lot. It’s frustrating for teachers.” In
other schools, teacher use of copy machines was limited
or not allowed because maintenance and paper were too
costly for constant use, which caused resentment among
staff. From anocer building: “We have to sneak to use the
Xerox machine. They told us they bought it for tae
teachers, but now we're not allowed to use it.”

Even respondents with fairly ready access to a copy
machine complained that it always seemed to be broken
and that there was no money to fix it. Teachers oficn arc
forced to fall back on the hand-cranked mimeo machines.
“I would love to use the copier instead of a messy ditto
machine,” one teacher said. “I know it i< a little thing but
it would help so much.”

In most schools AV equipment was available but very
limited. In several of the high schools, AV equipment had
been stolen aid not replaced. In other schools, equip-
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ment stayed in disrepair due to lack of funding. One
teacher referred to the “hand-me-down” equipment in his
building,

In a different school, a teacher responded: “The equip-
ment is accessible but we need more of it, especially a
telephone for the teachers. Teachers have requested an
additional telephone, even if it’s a pay telephone, but
requests have been turned down.” Lack of access to a
telephone was decried by teachers in many other
schools, where they often had to share an office phone or
go out of the building to find a pay phone.

Concerning access and availability of computers for
use by teachers, one teacher expressed it best: “Comput-
ers? We don’t even have typewriters to type our tests.”
Easy access to computers was an anomaly in most of the
schools. If computers were available, they were in com-
puter labs or had to be shared by several teachers. There
were extremes. In one district the only computess were
in the library or computer lab, but teachers didn’t have
access. In a second district, computers were more abur.-
dant, and teachers had to share, but could use them. But
even the availability of computers was a problem. One
teacher said that computers wzre in storage because the
principal couldn’t decide who would get them.

Distribution of Resources

In four of the five dictricts, respondents agreed that
although resources were limited, they were distr:buted
fairly within the district. In one district, the distribution
of resources was equitable in that it was based on a stu-
dent formula. But some schools had a larger base of
resousces to begin with than other schools, and the for-
mula ignored those inequities.

Some schools have found ways to supplement existing
resources. This was done mainly through fundraisers or
involving parents. Somie schoois are abie to ke advan-
tage of these alternatives, and some are not. “District dis-
tiibution dogsn't take into account that some schools
have more affluent student populations and are able to
do fundraising. There is no parental fundraising in this
school,” said a teacher. “There is equal distribution of
funds from the district,” said a teacher from a different
building, “but spending is different because some schools
hcyﬂ a good PTA, parents give money, and there are busi-
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TABLE 3:4

Typical Equipment
Needs as Identified by
Teachers
(N = 260)

Copiers 28%
Telephones 20
Computers 16
Audio Visual Equipment 13
Typewriters 11
VCR 4
Repair Old Equipment 3
Other 5

“District distribution
doesn’t take into
srcount that some
schools have more
affluent student
populations and are
able to do fundraising.”
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ness partnerships. Affluent parents have more access to
downtown and inroads to getting resources. Area super-
intendents try to get more for certain schools.”

Active principal leadership was credited with acquiring
additional resources for some schools. In one district,

administrators claimed that secondary magnet schools
received more materials than the other schools because
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they took on subsidized pilot programs. The principal of  EEEEEES IO
another school observed: “Comprehensive schools are ...principals play a

treated as second-class citizens.” Iarge role in whether a

Principal leadership also seemed to be the key to school experiences
building parental support, developing business partner- shortages or has
ships, and dealing with area superintendents and other enough supplies for the
district administrators to get additional resources. The year.
district administrators agreed that principals play a large
role in whether a school experiences shortages or has
enough supplies for the year.

Workload

Class sizes of 25 students or more were reporied by
respondents in 20 of the 31 schools, 19 of which were
marked by shortages of materials, staffine needs, and lim-
ited access to equipment. Moderate cias.. sizes, 20-25 stu-
dents, were found in 11 schools. None of the schools had
average class sizes below 20 students. Within each
school, individual respondents reported exceptions to
the average class size. The exceptions were either special
education classes or small advanced placement classes at
the secondary level.

In gencral, there was consensus across all 31 schools
that contract agreements on class size were adhered to
“as closely as possible.” When there were deviations, they
usually were affirmed by the teachers. In several schools,
however, this apparent good will and trust was compli-
cated by other feelings: “When there is some deviation
with the contract, we agree to sign a waiver,” said one
teacher. “There’s some implicit pressure because you
could be transferred to another piace if you don't agree
to pick up an extra class.”

Class Size and Out of School Time

“Five full pcriods a day and 150 students is too much,”
one teacher said. “Plus, I teach a full range of English
courses. We should reduce the teaching load to three
periods a day. All teachers should be given a counseling
period, something to allow one-on-one work with stu-
dents. Teachers should not have to teach different levels,
not three to four Gifferent preparations.”

Additionally, the majority of teachers across all schools
Sﬁmated their time outside the classroom on prepara-
ERIC B4 31
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TABLE 3

5

TYPICAL WORKLOAD
FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

Average Class Size:
No. of Preparations:

25 - 30 Students
4 -5 per day

School Day: 6 hours, 45 minutes
Instructional Hours
Outside of School: 10 - 17 hours per weck
Non-instructional Duties: No Reported Duties (23%)
Monitor Lunchroom (20%)
Bus Duty (12%)
Before School (7%)
) All Other (38%)
TYPICAL WORKLOAD
FOR MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS
Average Class Size: 25 - 30 Students
Total No. of Students: 135 Students
No. of Preparations: 2 - 3 perday
School Day: 6 hours, 45 minutes
Instructional Hours
Outside of School: 8 - 10 hours per week
Non-instructional Dutics: Monitor Halls (23%)
No Reported Duties (20%)
Monitor Lunchroom (13%)
Bus Duties ( 8%)
All Other (56%)
TYPICAL WORKLOAD
FOR HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS
Average Class Size: 25 - 30 Students
Total No. of Students: 125 Students
No. of Preparations: 2 - 3 per day
Schoot Day: 7 hours
Instructional Hours
Outside of School: 13 - 21 hours per week

Non-instructional Duties:

Monitor Halls (32%)
No Reported Duties (17%)
Monitor Study Hall (15%)
Monitor Lunchroom (15%)
Al other (21%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

tion, grading papers and paperwork during a typical week
to total at least eight hours, with many teachers reporting
up to 15-20 hours. Teachers in only one school reported
three to five hours weekly. These hours were in addition
to the school day, which varied from 6 hours and 15
minutes for elementary teachers in two of the districts to
7 hours and 30 minutes for high school teachers.
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Some individual teachers spent anywhere from 20-35
extra hours on their work, per week. One principal pro-
vided an explanation for this situation. “There are prob-
lems in getting people to take on extra tasks—-we have to
overwork the few who are willing,” he said. “The youn-
ger people will do it. But i has beca getting harder to
find people to do it.”

However, there was a difference between teacher esti-
mates of time spent out of class and those providzd by
administratorsand department chairs. Teachers almost
invariably rated their amount of out of classroom effort as
high, over 10 hours weekly. Administrators and depart-
ment chairs rated teacher efforts as moderate, six to 10
hours.

In 24 of the 31 schools, teachers were assigned dutics
for which therc was no compensation, including hafl
monitoring, lunch duty, bus supervision, and study hall.

Only one elementary school claimed no assigned
dutics. In general, regular elementary classsroom teach-
ers did not have an assigned duty, such as lunch or hall
supervision. In some secondary schools, teachers were
given an “administrative assignment” by contract.
Because this responsibility was negotiated by the bargain-
ing unit, the assignment did not appear to be a strong
point of contention. Middle schoof teachers did not have
assignments because of their team planning periods. Sev-
eral secondary teachers indicated their desire to have
more “constructive” duties—-to use their time «nd exper-
tise to better ends than those of monitoring study halls or
office phones. Compensation was not an issue because
the assignments were negotiated into the contract.

In a second district, teachers had non-instructional
duties which were described in the contract and {or
which they received no extra compensation. The types
of dutics were typical of other districts—monitoring bus

| loading, playground, hall, and cafeteria duty. At one mid-

} dle school, for example, teachers took on administrative
duties such as handling truancies and counseling tardy

' students. In one elementary school, teachers were
assigned to clean up the faculty lounge.

Changes in Workload

Respondents in ail schools reported a desire to change
¢~ of the teachers’ responsibilitics. Reducing class size

48

RESOURCES

“Tbere are problems in
getting people to take
on extra tasks—we bave
to overwork the few w3o
are willing.”
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‘I would cut teachers’
workload in balf
regarding the number
of students per day they
teach, but I would
monitor much more
closely what they do.”

was cited frequently as a needed change, as were time
allocations. Teachers expressed a desire to spend more
time planning and less on paperwork. They also wanted
more accountability—from the central office, parents and
students. There was a strong sense that parents needed to
be more involved and that outreach efforts should be
expanded.

One principal commented: “I would cut teachers’
workload in half regarding the number of students per
day they teach, but I would monitor much more closely
what they do. Smaller classes should riean different
teaching methods.”

Most administrators, building representatives, and
department chairs would like to see teacher responsibili-
ties changed. The most frequently expressed desire was
for streamlining paperwork and reducing non-instruc-
tional duties so teachers could have more time with their
students.

Summary

Resources were a problem throughout the schools we
studied. In 25 of the schools, resources were rated as less
than adequate and none of the schools was rated good.
Schools needed additional staff, basic materials and equip-
ment. In most instances, teachers'were concerned about
additional counseling and support staff, not additional
teachers. The lack of counselors, social workers, even
alministrative personnel in eiementary schools, made
dealing with student’s problems a difficulty. There were
shortages of all materials and supplies from textbooks to
toilet paper. Rationing was in effect in many schools.
Copy machines were limited and a bone of contention,
and telephones often not available.

These factors created a crippling combination in terms
of teacher effectiveness and morale. As one principal said,
“Our effectiveness varies from day to day; from totai frus-
tration to seeing bright spots. All of us in this building are
pretty stressed out. Ve don’t have the resources to do
the job satisfactorily. When we have the resources, we
can doit.”

In addition to insufficient materials, scarce equipment,
and inadequate staff, teachers in these schools were faced
with large classes and unending time demands with no
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compensation. They prepare for larger classes without
enough textbooks or easy access to copiers to produce
instructional materials. Because resources are limited,
administrators are forced as their only option to ask more
of dedicated teachers. But administrators are put at a dis-
tinct disadvantage when neither compensation or time
can be offered, nor additional materials and resources
provided to perform professionally.
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¢ Do t!‘le c—har?cterl'stlv’c’s or
behavior of students affect

your work as a teacher? -

[ ]

1Yoy go home tired most
days. Sometimes you feel like the
gestapo—you have to repeat a
lot, can’t back down, have to
establish authority . .. There
seems to be a conflict between
the values of the home and
those of the school. 77
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4 | THE STUDENTS: A CLASH OF CULTURES

T he attitudes and behavior of students play a major
role in defining school working conditions and signif-
icantly affect teacher attitudes and work performance.
Teachers’ sense of confidence, or lack of it, depends on
their ability to help students learn. In susvey after survey
teachers have identified student discipline as their num-
ber one concern. Student cooperation and teachers® abili-
ties to direct the activity of their students are prerequi-
sites to learning, In addition, most of a teacher’s day is
spent with students; if they are rude, noisy, or difficult to
contro), the teacher’s werk is frustrating and exhausting,
Conversely, if students are cooperative and pleasant, and
especially if they respond to the work with enthusiasm,
teachers find their work rewarding and are motivated to
do more for their students.

The Data

For the IEL study, then, the effect of student behavior
on teachers was an important area to be explored espe-
cially since the socio-economic characteristics of the stu-
dent bodics in the 31 schools varied. The number of ele-
mentary students eligible for free lunch in the schools
ranged from 24 percent to 82 percent, with a median of
45 percent. In the middle schools, this indicator varied
from 19 percent to 90 percent with a median of 59 per-
cent. For the high schools, the number ranged from 13
percent to 74 percent, with a median of 38 percent.

The proportions of minority students also varied
widely, from 32 percent minority to 100 percent in the
clementary schools; 43 percent to 99 percent in the mid-
dle schools; and 46 percent to 100 percenc in the high
schools. The respective medians were 74 percent, 82
percent, and 67 percent. In general, this sample of urban
schools served students who were predominantly black
and Hispanic and likely to be poor.

Teachers Perceptions of their Students

For the most part, teachers’ responses deszribed the
Q@ tiveeffects their students had on theis vor. experi-

ERIC - 52 »
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The dominant issue was
poor student discipline;
it was a serious problem
to the staffs in 24 of the
31 schocls and in all five
districts.

ence in the schools. A minority mentioned positive
cffects such as “enjoying the students,” “getting satisfac-
tion from working with them,” or “the students zge
happy to be in school.” Most of the positive comments
were from teachers working with elementary students.

Positive relationships with students have a positive
cffect on teachers as these comnents indicate:

I find that when I have students who are entlu-
siastic, I become enthusiastic too, This is a normal
bunch of kids. There are some awfully good! kids and
others who aren’t so good. They can achieve as well
as others.

Many kids in this neighborhood lack motivation,
but some blossom and it is rewarding when it hap-

pens.

I feel very good about the children I teach. I thor-
oughly enjoy my job because I see positive results
and growth.

Many teachers wanted more positive relations with
their students but indicated that large class sizes, busing
policies that created long distances between home and
school, lack of time for individual work, lack of student
participation in extracurricular activities, and coping with
some students who were disciplinary problems were
obstacles to working cffectively with students.

Problems with Students

Table 4:1 presems the concerns expressed most fre-
quently by teachers about their students, The dominant
issue was poor student discipline; it was a serious prob-
lem to the staffs in 24 of the 31 schools and in all five
districts. Other frequently mentioned concerns were
negative student attitudes toward school, p.4r student
attendance, low student motivation, conflicts between
schooling and the cultural background of student fami-
lies, and lack of parental support. Questions of student
ability, academuc performance, and mobility were seldom
raised by the respondents, although mobility was men-
tioned as a significant issue in several schools.

Table 4:2 displays the frequency with which common
student problems were mentioned by respondents in the
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TABLE 4:2

five districts. Discipline was scen as serious by most
respondents in all five districts. Perceptions of problems
with attendance, student attitudes, asi parent support
varicd across the districts, The poorest districts and those
experiencing extensive busing seemed to suffer most
from these problems. Understanding the dimensions and
causes of these issues lies beyond the scope of this study,
but these factors affect the quality of school life and
working conditions for most urban teachers.

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS MENTIONING STUDENT CONCERNS
BY DISTRICT

District

Discipline 72% 71%
Attendance 55 37
Altitudes 10 7
Cultural Background 36 14
Parent Support 25 51
c{“"v:uion 16 27
ERIC :
v 54
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TABLE 4:1
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENT PROBLEMS
BY DISTRICT AND BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
Level of School |
District Elementary Middle High Schools |
A Discipline Discipline Discipline |
Attendance Attendance Altendance |
Mobility Parent support Cultural background |
Cultural background Motivation Parent support |
B Parent support Discipline Disciplinc |
Discipline Attendance Attendance |
Attendance Parent support Motivation |
Motivation Motivation Student attitudes
C Discipline Discipline Discipline
Parent support Attendance Student atitndes
Attendance Parent support Attendance
Cultural background Student attitudes Motivation
D Parent support Discipline Discipline
Attendance Motivation Attendance
Mobitity Parent support Motivation
Discipline Student attitudes Student attitudes
E Parent support Discipline Student attitudes
Discipline Attendance Discipline
Cultural background Motivation Attendance
Attendance Parent support Motivation
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Many teachers blamed
school and district
administrat s for not
supporting them 1with
strong discipline
policies and consistent
enforcement.

Student Discipline

Many teaches s and school administrators expressed
frustration and depression about the behavior of their
students. Teachers frequently complaired about the lack
of parental and administrative support to help with prob-
lem students. ‘feachers at all levels, and in most of the
schools, were troubled by poor student discipline. Some
typical comments were:

... we are prohibited from handling the chronic
offenders, our hands are tied.

There are too many student rights; they know
they can do whatever they want and nothing can be
done, except suspend them.

Teachers and administrators also complained about the
instructional time Icst because of poor discipiine. Eack of
respect for teachers, in the form of verbal abuse from
students, was cited by some as a major source of discous-
agement for teachers:

The attitudes of the kids, their talking back really
gets teachers down.

Student language, their use ¢ profanity, is one of
the negatives of teaching. You almost beceme
immune to it.

Improvement of Discipline

Many teachers blamed school and district administra-
tors for not supporting them with strong discipline poli-
cies and consistent enforcement. They said it wasn't
totally the students’ fault because parents, teachers, and
administrators were not setting appropriate expectations.

Most ¢f the respondents wanted tougher policies and
programs to remove chronic offenders from the class-
room. Many mentioned the need for alternatives or for
in-school suspensicn programs for chronic offenders
rather than letting them remain in the classroom. Some
mentioned the nced for stronger discipline codes, and
many called for stricter enforcement of policies.

Many also mentioned the need to reduce class size in
order to provide more personal assistance. In large

.55




classes it is not possible to give much individual attention
to students. Teacners felt discipline problems were
related to student frustration and fzilure. They also reiter-
ated the need for more counselors and social workers in
the schools to help with difficult students and with family
problems.

The Two Cultures

The schools and their staffs were trying to overcome
the effects of social and economic problems in their
communities. Teachers expressed both sympathy and
frustration about the gap that had to be bridged:

...we have a rough bunch of kids. We serve two
communities—around the school, Caucasian, and
from open enrollment, black kids. There are still
hardcore rednecks in this area who give me fits, still
people trying to work these things out.

Lots of kids come from troubled homes; there are
many disruptions in a day. Lots of kids who come to
school angry, ready to see who can scream the loud-
est. Its difficult getting them to sit in their seats.

Teachers were troubled by instances in which the lack
of parental care and support brought harm to children or
contributed to their failure in school. Many expressed
frustration at their inability to intervene on behalf of the
child.

Some respondents felt many teachers simply didn’t
know how to cope with their new clients:

Some teachers rely on intimidation [with minority
kids]; once it fails, they feel helpless. I try to get
teachers to use more positive methods. . . . Teachers
who fail with fear tactics feel a loss of power.

i The students are typical urban kids—Iloud,

’ mouthy, noisy. The teachers don’t know how to deal
with them or teach them.
|

The staff find the adjustment to working with
these kids difficult. They [teachers] are used to deal-
ing with middle-class kids. These kids have language

Q »Hblems.... Parents have a language barrier.
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The teachers suid that
Jamilies, their bealth
and their support for
education, were the
number one problem in
urban schools.

Busing scrambled the kids. Teachers in the low
SES schools responded positively, teachers in the
high SES schools couldn’t handle it... . . Some teach-
ers lay down and die with low achieving kids.

Improving Student-Teacher Relations

Many teacher comments about disciplinary problems
implied a serious, and perhaps widening gulf between the
culture of the public schools and that of the poor, pre-
dominantly minority students served by schools in urban
areas. ’

Some suggested better training for the teachers. A few
felt that mcre contact with parents and the children’s cul-
ture would help teachers understand and be more sensi-
tive. One teacher, however, summarized the views of
many of those interviewed when she said:

You go home tired most days. Sometimes you feel
like the Gestapo—you have to repeat a lot, can’t
back down, have to establish authority. ... There
seems to be a conflict between the values of the
home and those of the school.

Parents and Poverty

The lack of parent support was described as a serious
problem in about one-half of the schools, particularly in
eiementary and middle schools and in those schools
receiving large numbers of students from distant neigh-
borhoods:

There is not much of parents coming in on their
own. It was kind of hard to see the empty seats at
the music festival last week. Students and their par-
ents have limited loyalty to the school; sometimes
it's just very hard to get here.

The two-year school makes it hard to get to
develop 1dentity and commitment, even hard to get
to know the kids and for them to know the staff.
Busing makes it worse, parents don't know where
the school is and can’t get here for events. There is
no PTA ... even free food doesn’t attract people.
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We can’t reach the parents easily, and it is harc to
communicate. The students and parents are not 7 s
involved in the school or as committed to it.

Teachers repeatedly expressed concern about the fack
of parental care, describing how the responsibility for
“caring” was being shifted to the schools. Many of the
students needed affection and supervision ac home. They
came from broken homes, single parents, or had both
parents working and needed to know that somebody
cared about them. The teachers said that families, their
health and their support for education, were the number
one problem in urban schools. Preoccupied with sur-
vival, many families were unable to make education their
priority, and this created stress for teachers. Children
often came with no breakfast #nd inadequate clothing,
and they had no access to medical care;

The children are very young, and they need lots
of social and emotional suppoit. The home situa-
tions are not atways good. Thieir lives are difficuit.

My students’ backgrounds are so different from
mine. My parents were s0 supportive, but my stu-
dents have difficulty in obtaining $2 fur sewing sup-
plies.

Many of the teachers understood that life was not easy
for the families of their students and that it was not easy
for parents to cope with the schools:

The biggest frustration is parents who love their
children but who don’t know how to help them.

Teachers are not very sensitive to making parents
feel welcome. It's a predominantly white faculty
with a predominantly black student population.

Parents are intimidated by our language and our
behavior. They are nct sure they know what we
want from them.

Improving Relations with Parents

The lack of parental understanding and support was
O 15 major obstacle to educational success. Some
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The biggest frustration
is parents who love
their children but who
don’t know kEow to belp
them.
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respondents despaired of finding solutions to these com-
plex problems; rather, they pleaded for more public
understanding of he difficulty of their jobs. They pointed
to the enormous range of needs in their classrooms and
the strain that children’s problems placed on them.

Teachers expressed a desire for more administrative
support in dealing with parents. There was a feeling in
several districts that central office administrators had
adopted a policy of the “parent is always right,” which
was undermining the authority of teachers. Most felt they
could do a better job for their studenis with adequate
resources and stronger public and administrative support.
Some called for stronger public policies to hold parents
responsible for caring for and disciplining their children.

Motivation, Attitudes, and Attendance

The consequences of these value clashes and the lack
of parental support became low student motivation, neg-
ative attitudes, and poor attendance. Motivation was
described as a major problem by about one-third of the
teachers and school administrators. Attendance was a
problem in an equal number of schools, gencrally the
same ones. Typical comments were:

... many [students] believe that becausc their par-
ents aren’t making money, they have no chance to
do better, no hope.

In general, the kids aren’t too bad here, but teach-
ers constantly face kids who don’t want to be here.

I am affected by (student snotivation) in terms of
exhaustion and burn-out. I have to learn to care less.
I am constantly trying to get lower track students to
pass, to make up work missed, to go over materials

again and again.

In this area, the kids are respectful. They have
good family background and are loving kids . . . but
they lose interest in school about grades 5 or 6.

The lack of motivation leads to poor attendance:

I can’t teach them if they are not here.

29




Students come to class at their convenience. Late-
ness is a serious problem, and most teachers have
accepted it. Our students could do the work; they
just don’t bother.

Attendance is an overwhelming problem—high
volume. Parents don’t give priority to school; they
keep kids home. Usually just a lack of self-discipline,
but sometimes watching siblings.

... there is an attitude among the kids that school
is not a serious activity; there are serious attendance
and truancy problems here.”

Improving Student Motivation

In the schools in which many staff described problems
with motivation and attendance, there were shortages of

counsclors, social workers, and other specialists. Teachers

also complained about the lack of strong attendance poli-
cies or the failure to enforce them. They felt that better
support services, smaiier classes, and more follow-up
would result in better attendance and higher levels of
motivation.

Quite a few administrators and some teachers felt that
low expectations on the part of teachers contributed to
low student motivation and to the accompanying atten-
dance and discipline problems. Students, said one admin-
istrator, are led to believe they can pass without doing
the work. Standards have eroded, and students get passed
along until they are too far behind to do the work As
another principal noted: “Teachers did not choose ihe
students, and the students did not choose the teachers. If
the staff decides collectively this will be a good school,
then the students will do what is demanded by adults.”

Anothe : administrator felt the problem was due to a
generauon gap:

Not all teachers understand the . itural differ-
ences. They don't always give the kids the credit
they deserve and they have low expectations. Peo-
ple don’t see it in themselves. Some of the younger
teachers see it differently; they have higher expecta-
tions and more energy. They have been around
more minority kids, went to college with them; they

Q & more comfortable.
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“If the staff decides
collectively this will be a
good school, they the

students will do what is
demanded by aduits.”
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.. . working conditions
in which teachers feel a
greater sense of control
over their envirenments
may lead to more
positive attitudes
toward students.

Motivation is a problem, and the problem worsens as
the students get older. Teachers had no easy solutions to
offer, but there was agreement that poor student motiva-
tion affected teacher motivation.

Variations in Teacher Attitudes

Schools in which positive statements about students
were most frequently expressed enrolled students with
similar social and ethnic backgrounds as those schools in
which more negative statements were expressed. How-
ever, positive attitudes were more likely to be expressed
in elementary schools and in smaller schools. Also, they
were associated with strong administrative leadership
(presumably meaning more suppost on discipline),
higher levels of teacher influence over classroom activi-
ties and school policies, adequate resous es, and higher
levels of staff collegiality. The most negative statements
about students were associated with weak leadership,
inadequate resources, large classes, low levels of teacher
influence, and poor physical conditions.

It is not clear from this anaiysis whether having better
behaved and more highly motivated students led to pex-
cepticns of better working conditions or whether better
working conditions altered teacher perceptions of stu-
dents. However, the “best” and “worst” schools, in terms
of working conditions, did not differ significantly in terms
of the social or ethnic composition of their student bod-
1es. This at least suggests that working conditions in
which teachers feel a greater sense of control over theit
environments may lead to more positive attitudes toward
students.

Summary

There were serious problems with students in most of
the 31 schools. Discipline, attendance, motivation, poor
attitudes toward education, and lack of parental support
were the most frequently nientioned. Teachers saw these
factors as having serious negative effects on their work-
lives and their ability to pesform their jobs. They also felt
the problems could be alleviated with better leadership,
stronger policies, and adequate resources.

Teacher attitudes toward students varied directly with
the quaiity of working conditions in their schools. The
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schools in which teachers expressed the most positive
attitudes toward students generally had better working
conditions and more professional climates. These schools
tended to be among those judged to have the best work-
ing conditions overall.

47




. How'much control do

teachers have over what is

- taught and how to teach? -

47 [ eachers don't have much
control over what is taught, but
there is lots over how it is done.”

“The pressure of testing is real
and it-will increase . . . you have
to cover what is tested. 77




5 | TEACHER AUTONOMY: “CONTROL
THROUGH BENIGN NEGLECT”

ditionally, public school teachers have been given

considerable autonomy in their classrooms. Boards of
education and school administrators have scught to limit
teacher discretion through the development of curricu-
lum guidelines, review of lesson plans, informal and for-
mal classroom observations, and other monitoring
devices. Nevertheless, administra. ors have not penetrated
very far behind closed classroom doors.

In recent years, school districts have stepped up
attempts to control teaching, More rigorous monitoring
systems, including student testing, and specified curricu-
iar objectives, materials, scquence of lessons, content to
be covered, and timelines for content coverage are
among current strategics. This is true particularly in
urban school districts where concern about low test
sceres and high dropout rates, especially among minority
students, has brought public demands for improvement
and greater accountability.

Critics of these new accountability programs argue
that they restrict the ability of teachers to meet individ-
ual nceds, and, therefore, have negative effects on teacher
morale, work effort, and turnover. Proponents contend
that the measures are necessar, to raise teacher expecta-
tions for student achiev-ent, ensure that students have
equal o, ortunity to master the curriculum, and provide
accountability.

The Data

The five districts studied by IEI have moved to stan-
dardize their curricula, especially at the elementary level,
and have taken steps to strengthen monit. ting of curricu-
lum implementation. Two districts are implementing sys-
tem-wide models of teaching that can be ¢valuated with
common, measurable criteria. Teachers in all five districts
reported some loss of control over what they teach, but
most indicated that they stiil had considerable discretion.

E l{llce administrative intrusions into instructional prac-
R el Lt 8 4 49
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tices were reported, including the use of curricular mexii-
toring systems and an emphasis on the use of specific
instructionai behaviors through in-service training pro-
grams and supervision. In one district, elementary teach-
ers felt that the “pacing” system used to monitor the rate
of student progress was defining how and when teachers
taught particular subjects.

In spite of such initiatives, however, Table 5:1 reveals
that teachers in 27 of the 31 schools unanimously
reported they had high discretion over how they taught,
and in the remaining four schools teachers reported
moderate to high influence. Their responses were some-
what less unanimous when they were asked about their
influence over curriculum content; the data in Table 5:2
show that in only one school were teachess unanirnous
about having high control over curriculum, Staffs in 22
schools reported they have moderate or moderate to
high influence.

I N R I P M

TABLE 5:1

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR CONTROL
OVER INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS
(N=31)
Moderate Moderate
School Level High to High Moderate toLow Low
Elementary 10 1 0 0 0
Middle 9 1 0 0 0
Secondary 8 2 0 0 0
Total 27 4 0 0 0
[ ]
TABLE 5:2
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR CONTROL
OVER CURRICULUM CONTENT
(N=31)
Moderate Moderate
School Level High to High Moderate  to Low  Low
Elementary 0 5 4 1 1
Middle 1 1 4 3 1
Sccondary 0 6 2 2 0
Total 1 12 10 6 2




Variation Across the Five Districts

Teacher influence over curriculum and instruction did
vary somewhat across the districts. Variations appeared to
be related to the methods of monitoring implementation
of the curriculum. Six of the eight schools in which
teachers reported low levels of influence over curricu-
lum content were located in a district with a strong mon-
itoring procedure. It was the only district in which a
“pacing system” had been implemented to monitor the
progress of covering core competencies in each elemen-
tary classroom. Lesson plans were also regularly
reviewed. The other districts hae weaker systems, relying
on combinations of review of plan Looks, observations,
and district testing programs to ensure curriculum imple-
mentation.

Autorioiiiy and the Level of Schooling

There was somse variation in teacher influence by level
of schooling. Consistent with findings from other studies,
high school teachers reported slightly more discretion
than other teachers. This came as no surprise, given the
subject matter orientation of high school teachers, their
strong tradition of academic freedom, and the depart-
mentalized stru..ture of high schools. The degree of
teacher autonorny in the high schou!s appeared to vary
with the subject taught. Said one science teacher: .. . it
looks as if language arts people are given very lictle Iee-
way; lots of it in science, we can decide what we teach.”

The response of the elementary staffs was more sur-
prising because the focus on basic skills in urban districts
and stronger accountability measures were expected to
have had negative effects on teachers’ discretion over
content and pacing. And indeed, our clementary respon-
dents reported that testing was influes.cing their teaching
(this varied across districts) and that curriculum was
being more tightly monitored. Yet, they still believed
they exercised considerable control over what was being

taught.

Somewhat surprisingly, middle school teachers
reported Iess influence over curriculum than teachers at
the other two levels. The reasons for this are not clear.
Perhaps it is the cffect of team structures on individual
discretion (while increasing collective teacher influ-
") or it may be due to greater use of competency

ERIC " 86

IToxt Provided by ERI

TEACHER AUTONOMY

Thbe degree of teacher
autonomy in the bigh
schools appeared to
vary with the subject
taught.
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“ ..itisyour room and
Yyour course, as long as
you are within
reasonable guidelines,
you are OK.”
O
ERIC
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testing at this level. One principal noted: “The team
structure helps push teacher performance; not all teach-
crs want the team ¢nvironment because it limits their
options.” However, the slight loss of discretion appeared
to be offset by increased collective influence over
instructional decisions and greater collegial interaction.

Instruction: “I’'m pretty free to teach the way |
want”’

Typical responses were:

The staff have almost complete control of how
they teach.

‘They don’t have much control over what is
taught, but there is lots over how it is done.

I have absolute control over how I teach—that is
the best thing about being in this school.

There appeared to be no Systematic cfforts in the five
districts to reduce teacher control over their choice of
techniques, although there were voluntary programs
operating in several of the districts. These sought to altes
classroom methods by introducing effective teaching
programs. New supervisory procedures based on Made-
line Hunter's work or a similar model of teaching also
were being introduced in several districts, but they had
not yet had an impact on teachers’ sense of autonomy.

Curriculum: ““Constraint but no real outside
control”

Considerable teacher control over curricular content
also was reported by respondents in 23 of the schools
(74% ). They said they had moderate to high discretion
in determining the content of their teaching. As one
teacher put it: “Tkere is some constraint by tradition, but
no real outside control. No one asks about what you
teach or how you teach it.” Another said “it is your room
and your course, as long as you are within reasonable
guidelines, you arec OK.” The work situations of about
on¢ thued of the teachers interviewed might be described
as laissez-faire; there were no effective constraints on
what they did, or didn’t do, in their classrooms. However,
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the majority reported some constraints on their curricu-
lar decisions and monitoring of content coverage.

‘“Treating the text as the curriculum”

Some administrators felt that the constraints were selfe
imposed, 3aid onz:

Teachers can bave control over why.. is taught,
bue they allow curriculum guidelines to dictate to
them what to teach. It is a misconception; guides
could be used more as just resources. Teachers have
control over how they teach.”

A number of administrators, department heads, and
supervisors agreed that too many teachers were treating
their textbooks as the curriculum and not using the dis-
cretion they had:

Teachers treat the text as the curriculum, and
then feel that they are being controlled.

Teachers generally reported that they participated in
textbook ztion by serving on selection committees or
reviewing bosks being considered. Typically, district
committees were selected by district supervisors. Some-
times teachers in all schools were given the opportunity
to review the books being considered. However, the
majority of respondents were cynical about these proce-
dures, indicating that most teachers usually were not
consulted and that when they were, their advice often
was ignored. “They are handed down to us like the tihlet
on the Mount,” said one. Some said this restited in the
sclection of inappropriate books. The perception that
administrators do not respect teacher advic. on this sub-
ject or on anything else was quite strong,

The Expansion of Testing: “Test scores as ine
end result”

Testing was influencing <he curriculum in all five dis-
tricts, but the degree varied. Three of the five districts
administered both state and local tests. Three had com-
petency tests in various subjects. Twvo set district-wide
final examinations in academic departments in the high
“@"7ls. Only one of the five relied exclusively on the
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“It [the test] is a waste
because the standards
are too low.”

administration of a nationally normed test. Testing was
seen by both teachers and administrators as a major influ-
ence over curriculum and as a threat to professional
authority in all five districts. Teachers felt responsible for
assuring their students had been exposed to the tested
material and expressed frustratin because *he curricu-
lum had become so test sensitive. Concerns about the
impact on teaching, testing's fairness to students, and
reactions of parents were raised.

One principal expressed the views of many, saying:
“Control is really being taken away from the teachers.”
Another said: “The administration s2es the test scores as
the end result of what schools are doing.” Another
described the effects in his school: “We have become so
test conscious that teachers are unwilling to take field
teips because of the need to cover the material.” The
actual effects of testing on curriculum and progcam are
beyond the scope of this study, but such comments indi-
cate the strength of tcacher concerns about too much
testing and tests that are not congruent with what is
important in the curriculum.

Teachers expressed a variety of reactiors to the
expanding testing prog..ms. The typical response was
reluctant acceptance. One teacher forecast:

The pressure of testing is real and it will increase.
Knowing your students will be tested at the end of
the year influences your curricvlar choices. You
have to cover what is tested. There will be more
pressure on teachers—more state testing.

Many were concerned about the use of the scores:
“The test leads to parcrit demands and abuse—they
blame the teachers,” said one teacher. A few described
extreme responses by their peers: “There was hysteria
and anger about the tests, some advised cheating, and
some do it.”

A few felt the tests were a positive factor, helping to
shape up both students and tcachers. “Teachers sce the
test as a threat instead of a tool,” said one. And a few
others felt the tests being used were too easy. “... It [the
test] is a waste because the standacds are too low.”

A number of teachers were upset about the adequacy
and fairness of the tests for their students; an elementary i

tcacherﬂsai% 9
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Teaching is heavily influenced by [the test]. It
stinks . .. ‘The test assumes kids can list~a, can sit in
their seat. It creates failures.

And a secondary teacher expressed a similar senti-
ment:

Pve only given the science {test] one time-—an
abysmal expericnce; the students were tested on
things we don’t teach. If they take it seriously, they
have to bring students up to par in science; they
don’t have the money.

Another said: “I don’t teach to the test because of its
discriminating qualities.” A middle school teacher in the
same district said, “The aistrict now controls the curricu-
lum, and the tests determine what you cover; the cover-
age is difficult except for the higher classes.”

Concern about testing did siot affect all teachers
cequally, however. Somc said the tests had little or no
effect on them; this was often due to their assignraent,
occasionally to the attitudes of the leadership in their
buildings. Teachers of subjects other than math, English,
and reading were seldom affected more than marginally.
In several districts, only teachers of the basic skills were
affected beyond the clementary grades. In addition, the
attitude of the principal toward the tests and his/her us.2
of test results either exaggerated the effects of testing on
teaching or buffered teachers from them. At a middle
school with a reputation for good west scores, a teacher
complained: “There is lots of stress on test taking skills
here because of [the school’s] repuiation.”

“Freedom to teach, but carefully monitor”

Twenty-nine of the 31 schools have some process to
monitor the implementation of curriculum besides tests. et ]
The processes used varied across districts, and within dis-
tricts, across grade levels. Teachers generally rated these In almost every school,

mornitoring systems as weak. In almost every school, there were teachers who
there were teachers who said they deviated from the dis- said they deviated from
trict guidelines and were able to do as they pleased 1n the district guidelines
the c1assroom. and were able to do as
they pleased in the
A principal described the environment in his middle classroom.
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“There are certain
guidelines, but once the
door is closed, you do
whkat you want; there is
good teaching and bad
teaching going on.”

I give tcachers the freedom to teach but I keep on
top of what they do. My motto is ‘Give thera the
freedom to teach, but carefully monitor their work.’

His approach, howevcr, was far from the typical model.
In over one-fourth of the schools, located in four of the
five districts, teachers and adrunistrators agreed there
was no regular monitoring of what was taught. One prin-
cipal admitted that “... I wonder myself, I look at the test
scores and make observations, but there is no formal way
10 monitor. You just have to trust that it is done.” Teach-
ers in another building said “. .. we don’t have anyone
monitoring; if we doa't agree with certain topics, we skip
the material.”

It is more important to meet student needs thar it is to
follow curriculum guidelines strictly.” Some teachers
thought there should be more monitoring, “We have
total control,” said une. “There are certain guidehnes, but
once the door is closed, you do what you want; there is
good teaching and bad teaching going on.”

The most common mechanisms for momtoring the
curniculum were chedkang lesson plans, mformal obseiva-
tion, and district-wide tests. Schouuls 1n one district rehied
sulely un review of lessun plars and infrequent informal
ubservations. In two other diswricts, however, collecticn
of lesson plans was prohibited in the teacher centract,
although they  ald be reviewed during a classroom
visit. District-wide tests were used to monitor the prog:
ress of covering the curricula in high schools in four of
the five districts and also were used at other levels in two
of the five districts. Unit tests in basic skills, teacher
schiedules, reading reports, pacing charts, weekly or quar-
terly plans, and external administrative teams were also
uscd, but less frequently.

Some schools used pacing systens; their impact was
described by one principal this way:

Thev [teachers] don't have much control over
what 1s taught, but fots over how it is taught. There
are lots of paramc-ets in this building, in terms of
pacing. Teachers dezide how to reach their bench-
marks. Very few [of them] are off when these param-
cters are checked. If the parameters are not set, the
pacing is not there.
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A teacher in the same school gave a more mixed com-
mentary on pacing:

[There is] not much [control}; we are on a pacing
schedule; if you want te deviate by enriching activi-
tics, you are not written up but you are told you are
off task. Pacing helps and hinders my teaching,
Sometimes I want to spend more time on a subject,
so I just do.”

Not surprisingly, this school was located in the district
in which staff reported the lowest level of discretion in
making curricular decsions.

Summary

Teachers reported having considerable discretion over
what they taught and how they taught it. They gave more
varied responses to questions about their influence over
curriculum content, pacing, and sequence of curricvlum
than they did to questions about selection of instruc-
tional methods. There was some variation in teacher
autonomy across the five districts; teaching staffs in one
district gave systematically lower assessiaents of their
control over curriculum than teachers in tiie other dis-

tricts. This seems to have been the result of stronger
monitonag procedures in that district. High school and
clementary teachers reported having somewhat higher
degrees of discretion than did middle school teachers.
Almost all teachers expressed concern on the increased
usc of testing.
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24 Paricipation is a shell game.
There is a world of difference in
participation that is simply a
word game and participation
that is meaningful. No one
listens to what we say; we don'.
count. 77
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6 | TEACHER INFLUENCE AND
COLLEGIALITY: A SHELL GAME?

f teachers have considerable control over their class-
oom relationships with students and how they teach,

they are at the other extreme when it comes to other
decisicns which affect their work. Yet, it is this decision-
making that has become the focus of workplace reform
in general, and the education reform movement specifi-
cally. How teachers communicate and interact with
school and district administration and how they work
with their peers have important influence over school
cultures and structures and now are receiving consider-
able attention by the reform movement.

While our data document the gencrally low level of
teacher influence over school policies and support the
wenefits of increasing teacher influence over school pol-
iry and strengthening collegiality, it is clear that existing
«ris of school organization, such as team structures or
school councils, can produce significant benefits for both
teachers and theis schools. These findings suggest that
careful consideration should be given to more conven-
tional forms of teacher participation as well as to greater
resLucturing,

Tue costs associated with making team planning or
staff’ councils function effectively may be no less than
those associated with other forms of school site manage-
ment, bu? there may be less opposition from administra-
tors.

However, participatory structures do not ensure genu-
ine participation or higher levels of teacher influence.
The data reveal clearly how vulnerable the; are to
manipulation or neglect by school administrators or to
weak policy iimplementation and monitoring by district
officials. The district must play an advocacy role if
teacher participation is to be successful at the school
level. The roles and responsibilities of district staff in sup-
porting participatory structures at the school level need
to be carefully examined.

, Finally, genuine participation in decisionmaking is
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more likely if time is allocated daring the workday; it
cann: t depend upon volunteer time over the long run.

Lack of time was cited as the major reason for poor
communication and as a major obstacle to cooperation
with other staff. Provision of adequate time for teachers
has costs associated with it, and many urban districts may
not be able to afford it. However, attempts .0 build colle-
gial climates without addressing the time issue seem
doomed to failure.

The Response from Teachers

Levels of teacher participation and collegiality gener-
ally are less than teachers desire and vary greatly from
building to building v .thin and among districts, accord-
ing to our findings. Only three schools were rated as
mor than moderate in the level of teacher influence
over decisions, and only six were rated as more than
average in collegiality.

Grade level had some e.fect on both conditions. Tables
6:1 and 6:2 display the levels of teacher participation and
collegiality in the 31 schools. High school staffs generally
reported lower levels of participation and collegiality.
Only two of the 10 high schools in the sample were
rated “moderate” or above in influence on decisions and
only three of the 10 were moderate or above in collegial-
1ty.

School administrators, not surprisingly, rated teacher
influence higher than did teachers. Seventy-two percent
of the administcators said teachers had moderate to high
influence over school palicies, but only 45 percent of the
teachers agreed.

TABLE 6:1

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR INFLUENCE OVER DECISIONS
BY LEVEL OFF SCHOOL
(N=31)
Level of Teacher Influence over School Decisions
Moderate Moderate
School Level High to High Moderate to Low Low
Elementary 0 3 3 3 2
Middie 0 0 5 3 2
Sccondary 0 0 2 2 6
Tnlml 0 3 10 8 10
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TABLE 6:2

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF COLLEGIALITY BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
(N=31)

Level of Teacher Collegiality
Above Below
School Level High Average Average Avcerage Low

2 4 3
2 4 2
1 2 5
5 10 10

Elementary
Middle
Sccondary

Total

cl|leceo
Qv

Links between Influence and Coliegiality

There was a correlation between the levels of teacher
influence and staff collegiality. Ten schools out of 31
were rared as “moderate” or better in influence and as
“average” or better in collegiality. Five of these were ele-
mentary, waile only two were high schools and theee
were middle schools. Of the 13 schools that were rated
“low” or “low to adequate” on both dimensions, six were
high schools.

Patterns of Teacher Influence

Teacher and administrator ratings did not differ from
previous research. In general, they reported high teacher
influencc over decisions close to the classroom-—setting
goals, selecting materials—and low influence over deci-
sions generally made at the school or district level, such
as hiring staff, developing budgets, and allocating t ne.

However, staffs in schools with teams and councils
reported they had more imiiuence over priorities, curric-
ulum, staff develoj:ment, evaluation of programs, school
rules, budget development, resource allocation, and stu-
dent assignments than did staffs in schools without such
structures. High school teachers generally reported
somewhat *ore influence over curricular decisions,
development of bidgets, and aliocation of resources and
less influence over planning inservice training, evaluating
school programs and defining school rules. This is .. con-
scquence of the delegation of decisions te: departments
which tend to function in 2 mu.e democratic, collegial

@ r than staff structures at the clementary level, »
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TABLE 6:3

PERCEIVED LEVEL OF
TEACHER INFLUENCE

High

Sctting Goals
Selecting Materials
Defining Rules

Moderate
Determining Content
Planning Inservice
Allocating Time
Assigning Students
Evaluating Policies

Low

Hiring Staff
Evaluating Staff
Developing Budgets
Resource Allocation

“ .. teachers basically

Teachers listed student assigrnments, time allocation,
application of disciplinary codes, teaching assignments,
and class size wh=n asked to identify decisions over
which their colleagues would like to have more influ-
ence.

Table 6:3 displays the levels of teacher influence in the
31 schools in 12 critical decision areas. Teachers consis-
tently reported having greatest influence over sclection
of instructional materials and least influence over hiring
and cvaluatiisg staff and developing school budgets.

Teacher influence in the other ninc areas varied widely
among the school staffs. In schools with strong council
structures or teaming, teachers 1 *ported higher levels of
influence.

Little Teacher influence, Low Collegiality

The schools rated as “low” in teacher influence and
collegiality had a number of things in common. First,
thewr teachers reported feeling solated and divided. Some
blamed this on the profession itself: “Each classroom is
like a kingdom, and the teacher is king or queen.” One
said that “teachers basically deal only with children, and
we only wave at other teachers.”

Another, expressing the view of many  pondents,
complained that:

There are many opportumnties to cooperate if you
want to take advantage of them. Some don’t.want to
cooperate. There are problems among ethnic groups
on the staff; there are cliques.

Whle rarc, there were festering racial divisuns among

deal only with children,
and we only wave at
other teachers.”

the faculty 1n sume schouls. These shuwed up in resent-
ment amung white teachers about affirmative «ction and
transfers made to balance a staff rac.ally and frustration
among minority teachers about the attitudes of white
staff toward minority students. Events celebrating cthnic
holidays and minority culture sometimes contributed to
the problems. The result was described by one teacher:

“People see each other as groups, not as individu-
als. Ethnic groups sit together at faculty mectings
Q and at lunch. There are barricrs.”
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“Opportunities, Yes—-But Meaningful
Opportunities, No!”

Divisions also existed between staff and administration.
In several of the schools the faculty was described as
being divided into “those who support the principal and
those who don’t”

Communication between teachers and building admin-
istrators was reported as poor in schools rated low on
collegiality. Teachers described a “we-they atmosphere”
and “almost no communication between the administra-
tion and the faculty.” Building leaders were more likely to
be percerved as autocratic. Teachers felt they had influ-
ence “only by complaining.” They were “seldom asked

i . ca gty Tw oot

Teacbhers felt they bad

their oputuhon or'xf tl:ey :lvcrc, the prmcnpz‘d just wcr.lctl influence “only by
through the motions” and “input was not given consider- complaining.”

ation.” Many felt manipulated by aggressive administra-

tors:

Real participation—no! Real decision making—
no! There is lots of pseudo-decision making but it’s
not real. ... We need to act more like a profession—
nobody’s really asking us; lots of decisions are made
before the teachers cven meet.

TABLE 5:4

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS WITH HIGH AND LOW RATINGS
ON INFLUENCE AND COLLEGIALITY

Decisions by voting
Strong committees

Feelings of inequity
Mixed staff-administrative
relations
(N=3)

High Influence Low Influence
Broad range of faculty Weak administrators
decisionmaking Small schools

Turnover of leaders
Stable faculty

High Collcgiality Team planning Team planning
Time for teams to meet Time for teams to meet
Principals active High sharing
Good staff-administrative Pocr staff-administrative
relations relations
(N=10) (N=2)
High staff input Teachers isolated
Team planning Poor ccmmunications
Strong, “directive” Autocratic leaders
principals Infrequent mectings
Small-medium size schools Larger schools
Low Collegiality Scheduling problems Principal invisible

Teacher burnout

Poor staff-administrative
relations
(N=10)

ERIC g

AP AT , O

63




WORKING IN URBAN SCHOOLS

Another teacher put it more bluntly: “We are con-
sulted but not listened to.” Another said:

... Participation is a shell game. There is a world
of differesice in participation that is simply word
play and participation that is meaningful. No one lis-
tens to what we say; we don't count!

However, building administrators in these schools
expressed their own frustration with changing manage-
ment philosophies:

I would be willing to come up with a shared
decisionmaking model, but I never teally know
where the superintendent stands on this issuc.... He
wants teachers to have a share in the decisionmak-
ing and then cails and says ‘No, that’s not what I
meant by it".

Administrators in these schools consistently rated
teacher influence higher than the teachers did but also
expressed strong feelings that you could not “run a
school by committec” and that “somebody had to be in
charge.”

Participatory Structures

Structures for participation in decisionmaking and
building collegiality existed in most df these schools. Fer
example, seven of the 13 schools with low collegiality
and participation had faculty councils, and all of the
seven high schools rated low on both dimensions had
departmental structures. But structures did not guarantee
|
|
|

results.,

Councils were scen as ineffective in these schools:

The principal gets resentful if you disagree with
her.

... If the principal is not in agrcement, he does
exactly what he wants to do.

Scheduled mectings were not held or they were held
but “no action followed the discussions.” Departments, if
th y existed. seldom met and meetings were bricf, focus-

&) ing on burcaucratic concerns rather than curriculum or

| ERIC g .
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teaching. Administrators often felt the staff did not like
faculty meetings and sought their favor by not holding
them. Staff reported they had limited access to their
building administeators and little opportunity to discuss
school issues.

High Participation/Collegiality: “Trust—and
Reasonableness”

In contrast, in the ten schools rated as “adequate” or
better on both variables, faculty reported high levels of
collegiality/sharing and high influence over a range of
decisionmaking opportunitics. “Cooperation is unusually
high in this building; there are few people who don't get
along,” said one. “Comparatively, this is a better place
than other places I have worked; people cooperate,” said
another. Decisions were often made by faculty vote. Prin-
cipals were perceived as active leaders and the buildings
generally had good staff-administration telations, Perhaps
the best way to Jdescribe the relationship between the
administration and faculty in these schools is mutual

respect. Typically:

There’s lots of trust—and reasonableness. The
teachers have common goals with the administra-
tioti. The principal and vice-principal are a comple-
mentary team as well, so we are in this together.

Faculty meetings were held regularly and were
descriired as being “two-way rather than just information
giving.” “Weekly meetings are lively and there is good
participation,” commented 2 teacher. And another said,
“Teachers give input and the principal values the opin-
ions and suggestions of the faculty.” The key difference
seemed to be the belief that opinions were respected and
suggestions or decisions were acted upon. “She places a
high priority on follow-through on teacher concerns,”
one teacher said of a principal. There was recognition of
constraints:

... she listens then she does what she can. Down- . : B
town edicts are inflexible, but we do get results Staff reported they bad

here. limited access to their
building administrators
The principal genuinely wants our input, but you and little opportunity to
can’t deal with the big isst 2s because they cost discuss school issues.
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“Cooperation is pretty
good and has improved
since the principal
introduced teaming."”

S et g e A Sy N
TABLE 6:5

“Teams Provide Opportunities”

Teachers and administrators reported that strong com-
mittees existed and that teachers planned together. The
middle schools, in particular, often used team structures
for teachers in the core academic areas to foster greater
influence over work-related decisions and greater collegi-
ality. Weekly team meetings provided opportunities for
terchers to talk together about students, the academic
program and other professional concerns. “Couperation
is pretty good and has improvea since the principal intro-
duced teaming,” said one teacher.

The teams had joint planning time and met with prin-
cipals freyuently. In some schools, decisions made by the
tcam once were the prerogative of the principal or other
administrators. The team members felt they were making
important decisions. In most instances, they had influ-
ence over schedules and student assignments, and in sev-
eral cases they developed their own budgets.

V"en we examined the overall effect of team struc-
tures on teacher influence a2 ~nllegiality, we found an
interesting relationship. Of the 10 schools rated as “ade-
quate” or better cn both participation and collegiality,
seven had some form of team structure. All 10 schools
with teams rated average or above in ¢ither influence or
collegjality. Table 6:5 displays these findings. Teachers on
teams felt more involved in decisionmaking and reported
stronger collegial relationships with their peers. Team
structures appear to enhance discourse among teachers
and lead them to feel a greater sense of control over
decisions affecting their work.

TEACHER INFLUENCE AND COLLEGIALITY IN SCHOOLS
WITH TEAM STRUCTURES
(N =11)
Influence
Collegiality High High-Moderate Moderate Moderate-Low Low
High 0 0 0 0 0
Average-High 0 H 3 0 0
Average 0 1 2 2 0
Low-Average 0 0 2 0 0
Low 0 0 0 0 0
s 0 2 7 2 0

81




TEACUHER INFLUENCE

In the two cases where schools with teams reported
less than adequate levels of collegiality, there were prols
lems because of time. In one school, teams had to meet
at lunch. In both cascs, the schedules did not permit spe-
cialists to meet or to communicate with the core aca-
demic teams. In addition, specialists had one pianning
period, while the core tecams had two daily. Ther: was
considerable conflict over tie perceived inequitics in
these schools. In the four schools with teams and with
pacticipation rated as less than moderate, principals were
not sharing schoolwide decisions with staff, As a resulg
the authority of the teams over curricular and instruc:
tional matters was perceived by teachers to be threat-
ened by central office policies on testing and curriculum.

Other Modes o: Participation

Participation in decisionmaking to..¢ a variety of forms
in the schools we sampled. In most, traditional bimonthly
or monthly faculty meetings were convened by princi-
pals. I one district, principals by contract could hold
onc faculty meeting per week, but only one principal did
s0. More often than not, the meetings that were held did
not promote either collegiality or participation. Most
teachers reported the agendas usually were set by the
principal, items were dispensed with in a business-like
manner and there was little or no time for genuine fac-
ulty dialogue and participation.

High schools di .. have departmental meetings by sub-
jeci area. In these schools, not surprisingly, teachers said
that collegiality was stronger at the departmental level
thain school-wide. Regular departmental meetings, how-
ever, werc often niot held or were abbreviated, appar-
ently, because they were unpopular with many teachers,
This may be beruse meetings cften were mere conduits
for “information grocessing” frum “the top” rather than
real opportunities for communication, sharing or
thoughtful decisionmaking.

Elementary schools in the sample, generally, previded
few opportunitics for grade-level meetings unless they
were conducted before school or over funch. Mectings
of this sort were held in over half of the elementary
schools, usually as a result of teacher initiative, When
they were required or “encouraged” by administrators,
Q@ hers expressed resentment.

ERIC 2 82

More often than s:0t, the
me. tings that were beld
did not promote either
collegiality or partict- -
Dation,
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The Effect of School Councils

Table 6:6 displays data showing the distribution of the
18 schools with faculty councils. The data show no clear
relationship between the existence of such councils and
teachers’ sense of influence and collegiality. The reason
for this apparent paradox is that the roles and effective-
ness of the councils in our sample of schools were deter-
mined by many factors, including the leadership style of

TEACHER INFLUENCE, COLLEGIALITY, AND SCHOOL COUNCILS
(N=19)
Influence
Collegiality High High-Average Average Average-Low Low
High 0 0 0 0 0
High-Average \] 1 2 0 0
Average v 2 3 2 0
Low-Average 0 0 3 2 1
Low 0 0 0 2 1
Total 0 3 8 6 2

“The district is going
through +n identity
orisis, tryi.. 2 to raise
standards and
decentralize decisions
at the same time.”

S R TR
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the principal and the character of the faculty, district pol-
icy and practice. Two of the five districts had counciis in
every huilding which included the building representa-
tives. However, the actual influence of the councils and
the scope of their decisionmaking varied enormously
across schools within these two districts. One problem
was that authority of the councils was not well defined.
The districts had not delegated specific decisions to the
councils. In addition, district officials did not appear to be
holding the principals accountable for making the school
councils work. There were policies specifying the com-
position of the councils and the frequency with which
they should meet, but there was no monitoring of their
implementation. Sometimes district policies seemed to
be in conflict. “The district is going through an identity
crisis, trying to raise standards and decentralize decisions
at the same time,” said one respondent.

Other Factors Affecting Teacher
Influence and Collegiality

Conditions also varied by type and style of leadership.
Even when faculty were provided with time to meet, the
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meetings were not necessarily participatory if the princi-
pal wanted to be autccratic. For example, in onc city, a
district-wide policy provide¢  -ly dismissal one day per
week to accommodate district and building needs for
meetings. One weck was designated for all-school Sculty
meetings; a second, for departmental or grade-level meet-
ings within buildings; a third, for district-wide grade or,
subject meetings; and fourth, for some kind of in-service
training. However, the data from this distcict indicate that
actual communication and participation varied consider-
ably, building to building. Even with a districewide pol-
icy supporting participation and collegiality, variables,
such as leadership at the building level, can adverscly
affect the implementation of a well-intentioned policy.

Administrators commonly clamed that they solwited
information from teachers prior to reaching decie.uns
about school policy, but such consultation was nut clear
io their teaching staff. For such forms of participation to
be perceived as genuine by teachers, they had to believe
there was an intent by the administration to use the
advice solicited. If teachers regularly were consulted ang
if their input were respected ari regularly used, teachers
then perccived themselves as participating in decisions.
When consultation was sporadic, however, or teache *
contributions used selectively, the sincerity was ques-
tioned. Consultation should not be excluded or underval-
ued as a form of participatior: but it is oftcn ambiguous
and perccived differently by various participants.

Faciors Which Affect Participation

Two other factors also affected the opportunities for
teachers to-participate in decisionmaking and to develop
collegial relations. School size was one. The ten schools
raced highly on collegjality and participation had some-
what smaller student cnroliments than the others in the
sample. Size seems to be related to both perceived
opportunitics for participation and collegjality. The exis-
tence of formal structures for participatiun and time for
staff to work together may partially, but r.ot totally, offset
the effects of large size.

Time also was an important factor. Teachers reported
they had little time to do much of anything outside of
their classroom teaching. The daily schedule was full, If

O 7as notprovided for teachers to meet within the
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Even with a district-
wide policy supporting
participation and
collegiality, variables,
such as leadership at
the building level, can
adversely affect the
implementation of a
well-intentioned policy.

The existence of formal
structures for participa-
tion and time jor staff to
work together may
Dartially, but not totally,
offset the effects of large
size.
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workday, collegiality suffered. Weekly or monthly depart-
ment or staff meetings did not seem to compensate for
the lack of tisn~ within the ordinary workday, In some
cases, teachers used time before or after schonl or during
lunch to walk to colleagues, but that was seldom seen as
adequate.
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How ‘aﬁe_ﬂeach'érs ;evaluated? .

41 The process is only a
formality; no one can evaluate
me in ten minutes. 77
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AND REWARDS

he password for recent rounds of education reform

has been accountability. Certainly the spotlight of
policy has lingered more than a few momcats on ways to
make sure teachers are doing what they should. Often
supervision, professional growth and rewards take on an
aura of “policing” a delinquent workforce, identifying
deficiencies, withholding rewards and requiring training,
Yet each of these activities plays a critical role in motivat-
ing teachers, building personal and professional skills, and
developing commitment t the instructional program.

Supervision is the primary means of control over
instruction, and research emphasizes the importance of
frequent and effective supervision. State and local poli-
cies emphasize supervision and evaluation; however,
emphasis has often been placed on evaluation. Supervi-
<>n has been used to assure compliance with policy and
minimum standards of performance, .ad the focas has
been on the elimination of poor teachers rather than
professional growth. As a consequence, supervision is not
a frequent, meaningful nor effective activity.

In order to work, supervisory relationships must be
built on trust, open communication, commitment to indi-
vidual and organijzation learning, and visibility for evalua-
tion. Effective supervision requires follow-up work. How-
ever, principals, overworked with adminsstrative duties,
often find it difficult to do more ** 0 the prescribed min-
imums of supervision. Time and  crgy must be commit-
ted to iraproving any noted deficiencies, but most lead-
ezs, if they hav = the time, lack the skills for clinical work.

These tensions—between assisiance and policing,
commitment to the process and pro forma activity—are
underscored in our findings. Observation of teachers was
infrequent, little time was spent, and the feedback was
not useful. Administrators felt they had little time to comn-
10it 1 it and were burdened by the process. Teachers felt
the activity was of little use co them. New teachers were
left to “sink or swini” on their own. Generally, teachers
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... teachers believed
the process should be
more coilegial and
belpful, while some
administrators wanted
less paperwork and
more teeth.
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believed the process shoula be more collegial and help-
ful, while some administrators wanted less paperwork
and more teeth. The fact that three of the five districts
we visited had recently introduced new evaluation sys-
tems, developed jointly with the teachers’ union, should
raise questions about accountability and its usefulness.

“A necessary evil”

Overall, the staff in 18 schools judged supervision in
their schools to be inadequate. A few felt the process was
threatening. As one said: “Teachers do not trust the cvalu-
ation process; they don't believe that someone wants to
help them. They see eva’ation as punishment.” An angry
teacher described the process in her school as “tough
.... 4 no win situation for teachers.” Most, however,
described it as benign, even trivial:

Apparently if your kids are good and there are no
complaints, you are OK.

It is a necessary evil an.. we suffer throughit.
It's pro forma, done to meet the requirements.

Table 7:1 summarizes assessments of the supervision
and evaluation processes in the schools. The unexpected
finding is that high school teachers have significantly
lower opinions of the procedures in their schools than
do clementary and middle school icachers. In only one
high school was supervision judg.d adequate. Because all
high schsols Lad department cha'ss ¢+t subject matter
specialists involvea in the cvaluation process, this finding

R T ]

TABLE 7:

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION
(N=31)
Teacher Assessinent
Moderate Low
Level of School High High Moderate Moderate Low
Elementary 0 1 7 2 1
Middle 0 1 4 3 2
High School 0 Y 0 10 0
Taotal 0 2 11 15 3

E

r
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is somewhat surprising. It may be eaplained by the gen-

crally poorer relationships between hugh school adminis-
trators and teachers in this sample of schools or perhaps
is reflective of poor morale among high school teachers.

The assess:.cents by teachers and administrators of
supervision in their schools are compared in Table 7:2.
The data stow that while administrators held more favor-

TABLE 7:2

! COMPARISON OF TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR ASSESSMENTS OF
SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION
(N=349)
Percent of Respondents
Good Adequate Inadequate No Data Total
Teachers 4 45 30 22 100
Administrators 1 64 1c 16 100

able opinions of current practices than did teachers,
almost no one thought the processes more than ade-
quate. Threce of the districts recently had introduced new
evaluation procedures, each one developed in collabora-
tion with the teachers’ association, that were intended to
be fairer, more rigorous, and more helpful. Many respon-
dents describe these new procedures as improvenments,
but only a m.inority of the teachers gave them passing
marks. Two districts provided that teachers be placed on
performance appraisal and be observed by tearns, but
these measures seldom were used.

Observation: “Only a formatity”

lacly or frequently, in all of the schools. The minimum
required generally were conducted—no more, no less.
Their infrequency and short durations prompted tcachers
to judge the process inadequate:

I think it is a big farce, the observation of tenured
teachers once a year is a waste of time.

... The process is only a formality; no one can

' Obscrvations were made, although not always regu-
' @ ~"aluate me in ten minutes.
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The more positive
comments  feedback
tended to come from
staff in schools where
the supervisors bad
been trained in clinical
evaluation.

ERIC
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There also were a handful of extreme cases:

I have been in this school for ninc years and have
been visited twice.

In some schools, there was considerable informal
obscrvation, and principals frequently were in the class-
rooms:

... the principal is in my room a lot. He brings in
new teachers from other buildings to observe, loves
to participate and see what the kids are doing.

My cluster coordinator is great. . .. he is always
popping in. He'll see what's good and let me know.
He points to my growth.

Feedback

Feedback ws provided to staff in all of the schools
except one. However, a majority of res,~nses did not
consider the feedback as useful. Many felt they received
suggestions only because supervisors were supposed to
provide them. Most teachers desciibed feedbs: “k with
terms such as “himited utility,” “fitvolous” or ‘fuzzy.” The
more positive comments on feedback tended to come
from staff in schools where the supervisors had been
trained in clinical evaluation: “The feedback is helpful
because it is so detailed, so specific—it made me realize
where I need improvement,” said one teacher.

Assistance: “All I have to do is ask”

The question about assistance brought sinular
responses. In all but one of the schools, the majority of
staff said that assistance was available for teachers with
problems. Most of it was informal, arranged and delivered
by schoof personnel. The burden of taking the initiative
often seemed to rest with the teacher: “Everyone is will-
ing to help; all I have to do is ask,” said one. "“Assistance is
given from other teachers; not from administrators, they
are overburdened with discipline,” commented another.

‘The most common forms of administrative initiative
were post-observation conference discussions, provision

31



of materials or arrangement for informal support from
other teachers. Observing other teachers was mentioned
by teachers in six schools, and one high schoc ™ required
ezch teacher to make five classroom visitations, including
awo in another school and at lcast two in a different sub-
ject area. The school used staff development funds to pay
for the released time.

Some schools provided professional growth plans
mutually developed by the teacher and the supervisor.
However, the quality and seriousness of these efforts
depended upon the supervisor.

“Sink or Swim”’

New teachers frequently needed help but received lit-
tle in most cases. They often had special needs, particu-
larly with classroom management, but it was apparently
“sink or swim” in most of the schools. When asked abou:
assistance, onc said “... from the administeation, no; but
we understand that it is because of time constraints and
that new teachers have to sink or swim.” A second
described the orientation as “. . . and here is your room.”
Still another explained:

There was no orientation for first-year people. 1
heard about the requirements from 3 friend. ‘There
was no guidance from the principal. He said he
knew nothing about it .. . You pick things up from
other pcople.

Several principals admitted that teachers who needed
help had resigned or been let go without receiving it.
Two districts used academies to provide training and
assistance to new tcachers and teachers having problems,
but these programs generally received mixed reviews
both from people who had attended programs and those
who had not.

One district had a new mentoring program which was
described favorably by most teachers and less favorably
by administrators (two principals spoke strongly in favor
of the plan). One teacher said, “The mentoring program
has been undercut by the principals—they are saying
‘hands off”.” But others spoke of the help mentors had
provided.
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“The whole process is

cumbersome; it treats
all teachers the same,
which they are not.”

“1f 1 could change this process . . .”

All administrators, building representatives, and
selected teachers were asked how they would change
the process of supervision and evaluation. Not unexpect-
edly their answers differed. The most common responses
by administrators concerned time, paperwork, and stan-
dards. Most of them stressed the sheer number of evalua-
tions they had to complete and the paperwork associated
with them. “There are too many steps, too much red tape
and paperwork; you find yourseif doing the bare mini-
mum,” said one. A number suggested reducing observa-
tions and reports on effective teachers so they could con-
centrate on those with problems. A typical comment:
“The whole process is cumbersomme, it treats all teachers
the same, which they are not”. This problem was particu-
latly acute for those supervising large numbers of non-
tenured staff: “You don’t need to evaluate them for five
years to certify them out of the probationary stage,” was
one observation.

Quite a few felt the process should have more teeth. A
middle school principal said: “We need to E- clearer
about what is excellent or superior.” Some wanted to
alter the forms or the indicators.

‘Teachers felt the process should be more collegial,
more hely..ul, and more poritive. One expressed the
views of most:

If I were an administrator, I'd try to spend more
time viewing the teacher, informally. I'd have more
visibility and make supervision a priority.

About one-fourth suggested peer evaluation or mentor-
ing as desirable alternatives. Typical comments were:
“Mentor teachers are good, helpful because peers ace
competent, understanding” or “new teachers shouid be
paired with mentor teachers,” and “peer evaluation
would eliminate the stress and anxiety for teachers.”
‘There also wer  a few opposea to mentors because they
feared div-siveness. About an equal number felt that more
frequent observations would be better. And a handful
belicved there should be rewards associated with good
performance.

Professional Develocpment—Not a High Priority

Research suggests that mastery of new skills is a strong
motivator for employees and contributes to job satisfac-
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tion. Furthermore, staff development 1s important for
school improvement and more effective when delivered
at the local level and related to staff needs.

Yet, 18 of the schools gave less-than-adequate ratings
to professional development opportunities. The quality of
programs and teachers’ access to them varied across
schiools and districts. As Table 7:3 reveals, staff in elemc
tary schools generally reported greater satisfaction with
the opportunities available to them than did their col-
leagues teaching in the higher grades.

TABLE 7:3

ﬁ

SUPERVISION

(N=29)

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF PROFESSICNAL DEVELOPMENT

Good Good-Adeq Alequate

Adeqg-Inad Inadequate

Grade

Level
Elementary U 2 5
Middle { 1
High

Schools 0 0 2

-

R I 8

Total 0 3 8

0

The data from the study suggest several reasons for
this difference. First, elementary schools were more
likely to plan and implement their own inservice training
programs. Second, their teachers were more likely to be
involved in both the planning and the training. Third, the
district staff deveiopment acadenzies or teacher centers
were viewed more positively by elementary teachers:
academy courses seemed to be more suitable and more
acceptatle to elementary than to secondary teachers.

Involvement as “Knowledgeable Professionals”

Teacher asscssment of professional development
opportunities was positively related to the amount of
teacher input into the planning of inscrvice training, the
provision of programs at the school site, and the use of
teachers as workshop leaders, Staffs in 12 of the schools
said they influenced the planning of inservice activities in
their buildings. This varied from being consult¢ : to
actually designing and conducting programs. “Teachers
felt they had a part in making the program a success and
felt they were treated like knowledgeable professionals,”

\.f'“."l onc. Staff in eight of these schools rated their oppor-
09
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TABLE 7:4

TEACHER ASSESSMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AND INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING

(N=29)
Good Good-Adeq Adequate Adeq-Inad Inadequate

Teacher Involvement

Yes 0 3 5 4 0
No 0 0 3 3 6
Total 0 3 8 12 6

tunities as adequate or better. This is clearly not a ran-
dom pattern.

There werc nine schools in which the staff reported
little or no inservice training at the school; six of these
were in two districts. In cight of these schoc’s the staff
rated the professional development opportunities as inad-
equate or split between inadequate and adequate.

Time and Timing: “Everyone is Tired”

Conversely, having programs in the building appcared
to be a necessary but not sufficient condition for a posi-
tive assessment by the staff. One teacher said: “It finser-
vice training] comes from downtown or the school; I
prefer the latter, Downtown complicates it, things are
suggested that are of no particular importance.”

“Downtoun complicates
it; things are suggested However, not all bulding level efforts carned positive
that are of no ratngs from teachers. “The programs are Mickey Mouse
particular importance.”  3nd don't meet our needs” was one comment.

Such responses most often occurred in buildings in
which time constraints and limited resources affected the
quality of the programs. “We are limited to two hours
after school; everyone is tired,” said one teacher, and
another added, “We have one or two released days a
year; it is not enough.”

Time for inscrvice training was a problem across the
five districts. The time available range* from two half
days a year to four half days plus two hours a month after
school. In some cases, school-level programs were run
after school and participation was required; others were
conducted during one-hour staff meetings. Some pro-
grams were conducted on weekends. Teachers com-

Q plained that it was “hard to get involved; you get tired

35




and your family needs you.” Released time was provided
for some teachers in a few schools to attend district
workshops or attend conferences. One principal “pro-
vided coverage herself” to encourage people to go to
workshops. Professional days also were available, but
while these mechanisms gave individuals opportunitics,
they did not provide experiences for teams or depart-
ments that would alter their work norms or their meth-
ods. Large blocks of time for focused activities were sel-
dom available.

Building Level: ““Less money and time to get
things done”

Resources fur staff development also were a problem.
Only high schools in two districts actually had staff devel-
opment funds allocated by the district. These were con-
trolled by the principals. The other schools depended on
their own talents and ingenuity or what the district staff
could provide. One principal, noting that funding had sig-
nificantly decreased over recent years, said: “There is less
moncy and time to get things done; opportunities for
workshops are reduced.” Some used money fron fund-
raisers for in service training programs, Motey also was 2
problem for the teachers. There were many complaints
about lack of compensation for after-school workshe s or
programs held in the evenings. Teachers also were con-
cerned about the rising cost of college credits. In at least
one of the districts, state law required teachers to take
college credits every five years, and they hiad to pay the
tuition.

Academies: “I have been to the Academy; it
was fair’’

In the four districts with academics, this comment
{-om 2 building representative in an elementary school
expressed the mixed reactions of many teachers to cen-
tralized staff development centers. Several factors pro-
duced the lukewarm attitude: limited access, not useful
to veterans, more uscful to elementary teachers, pro-
grams not useful at the school site. In one case, the
access for teachers was extremely limited because “atten-
dance is voluntary and released time is not easy to get.”
Participation took individual initiative and some adminis-
f:{ﬁvc support. Few of the respondents even mentioned
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Large blocks of time for
Jocused activities were
seldom available.

81




WORKING IN URBAN SCIIOOLS

the program. In another district, the program was ncw
and few teachers had yet participated, but there was
some enthusiasm for the concept: “The Center is a begin-
ning; other than that, there has never been much,” was
one comment.

In the other two cases, teachers were very aware of
the programs offered by the academies and mentioned
them frequently, and critically. The positive and negative
comments were about equal in number. The vast major-
ity felt the programs offered were most useful to new
teachers, but of less or no value to “veterans.” Both
offered special prograins for new teachers, and a few
people suggested these gave them the image of “. . . serv-
ing rookies.” Still others were unhappy with the content
of the offerings. “For some reason, ciasses of clementary
teachers are taught at an clementary level as if we are
children,” complained a teacher. Others criticized the
academics as “. . . just a cheap way to earn credits” or that
the programs were so “heavy on jargon and had lictle
celevance to teaching” One said: . ... it is seen as some-
thing that is done to you.” The academics had their sup-
porters as well; they were less specific in their com-
ments. They praised the choices cffered and the fact hey
did not have to pay university tuition to get good train-
ing.

Two of the academies provided substitutes to release
people for programs. That may be one reason why teach-
ers complained the programs filled up quickly and were
hard to get in. In the other, district staff indicated they
were no longer using the academy and that its programs
were being cut back (in the other district the program
was expanding). In both sites, elementary teachers were
more likely to be positive about the academies than sec-
ondary teachers. This difference may be due to the pro-
gramming. Sccondary teachers complained there was sel-
dom anything in their content fields, or they preferred to
take university courses.

“For some reason,
classes of elementary
teachers are taught at
an elementary level as
ifwe are children.”

Teacher Rewards and Recognition

In the workplace reform literature, recognition and
rewards are a fundamental part of employee motivation
and staff-employee relations. Rewards which are helpful
are most often connected to professional work, are pub-

Q lic and have a value. Yet little to nothing is done to
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reward effort in these urban schools, according to a
majority of teachers in 28 of the 31 schools.
As indicated in Table 7:5, the rewards for teaching are
clearly seen as inadequate by the teache s in 17 of the 31
schools, and inadequate to barely adequate in eleven
TEACHER RECOGNITION BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
(N=31)
Assessment of Teacher Recognition
Adequate Adequate

School Level Good to Good Adequate to Inadequate Inadequate

Elementary 0 0 1 6 4

Middle 0 0 2 3 5

Secondary 0 0 0 2 8

Total 0 0 3 11 17

schools. In only three schools did respondents assess
teacher recognition as adequate. And none was rated
good. There was virtually no evidence i most of the
schools of any formal reward system, outside of the nor-
mal paycheck. Notes in mailboxes, small tokens or pre-
sents, annual faculty luncheons, and announcements at

the schools of an
staff meetings or in teacher bulletins about special deeds jbrnslle(;'?ewa{d s:ilystem
and accomplishments about sum it all. These informal outside of the normal
gestures heavily depended on principal leadership style. paycheck

Teachers reported being acknowledged threah profes-

... Tkere was virtually
no evidence in most of

$]

sional development opportunities, extra release or plan-
ning time, or additional compensation in very few
schools.

As one principal said: “Teachers get informal apprecia-
tion from me. It's not as effective as it should be; I don’t
have the time I need. I try to recognize three teachers
cach faculty meeting. Formal recognition is poor, poor,
poor. No release time, professional development, or sum-
mer work.” One frustrated teacher noted that “teachers
are rewarded by being assigned the most difficult stu-
dents.” Or as another teacher said, “They leave you alone
if you are doing an excellent job.”

Teachers don't perceive the informal and typically
infrequent “pats on the back” by principals as being
meaningful recognition. Some teachers cven sec them as
< ~tism on the part of principals. One teacher said that
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“teachers feel there are ulterior motives to recognition. It
causes jeatousy. If you win soincthing or have talented
students, then you get recognized. But not for doing a
good job, day after day.” In one high school with a low
level of collegiaiity and morale the principal gave a “tro-
phy for perfect attendance.” It was his only attempt to
recognize teachers. Teachers found it insulting to be
rewarded in the sa ~ way as students.

There is a major difference in the data, however, when

- : prinupals are ashed about the adequacy of rew ards. Most

Most principals believe principals believe that rewards are adequate to good in

that rewards are their schools. In only a few schools did the principals

adequate to good in agree with the perceptions of teachers. As one principal

their schools. said, “We don't do too well with recognizing teachers. A
few cfforts are underway, but there is a lack of day-to-day
appreciation. It undermines satisfacticn.”

Onc of the four schools rated adequate, a middle
school, provided a marked contrast. The principal
described her efforts as “giving both informal and formal
appreciation, cveryone gets something. No favoritism or
pets. I opened up academy positions to all teachers. |
write about 20 letters cach year to teachers who have
gonc beyond the call of duty.” Another principal used the
school-based substitutes whenever possible to provide
extra release time for teachers.

In the absence of formal recognition, teachers fre-
quently mentioned the importance of teaching's intrinsic
rewards. “Many staff feel as I do; there’s no prestige in
teaching. There is gratification from student gains, but
when they're absent, there’s no reward,” said one. Other
teachers shared their views: “1 feel good if I have a year
where most of the kids are successful” and “The rewards
of teaching are intrinsic; you are not going to get flowers
or specches about yoursclf. The satisfaction of taking a
student from one point to another is the reward of teach-
ing.”

The lack of teacher recognition was even more appar-
e¢nt at the district level. In 19 of the 31 schools, respon-
dents reported they weren’t aware of any district, union
or community recognition of teachers. In the other 12
schools, teachers pointed to “Teacher of the Year
Awards,” which only acknowledged a handful of teachers,
or Teacher Appreciation Week luncheons. Overall the
public is scen as unsupportive of teachers’ efforts and the
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media as negative. “We always get negativ ¢ feedback, the
public is always finding fault. They never show the “The satisfaction of
achicvements we've made; we're always downed by the taking a student from
public,” said onc teacher bitterly. Another expressed this 0 point to anotber is
sentiment: “Therc’s no recognition for being an outstand- 4, reward of teaching.”
ing teacher. I am not even talking about monctary
rewards, but at least public recognition in newsletters or
in downtown documentation.” Another teacher shared,
“Never any recognition for a job well done. I've received
outstanding cvaluations every year but have never gotten
the district commendation I'm supposed to get. Teachers
would strive harder if there was some recognition.”
Unions also did little to recognize individual teachers,
although they promoted recognition for teachers as a
group through publications and other public relations
cfforts.

On the other side, respondents in 14 schools reported
sanctions. Typically, there are informal and formal repri.
mands for such things as excessive abs” nces or latencss,
missed duty periods, or being ill-prepar.  for classwork.
Principals use letters of warning, letters «  reprimand, a
formal evaluation process, or suspension without bene-
fits. Most teachers felt some sanctions were appropriate,
especially in cases of incompetence. The main concern
about sanctions was unjust or public reprimands where
teachers were confronted in the middle of the office,
over the public address system, or through anncunce-
ments in bulletins. Teachers in one school said, “We are
mostly punished, ostracized over the intercom for not
turning in a form. The principal has no rapport with
teachers. She confronts teachers in front of the students
or other teachers. She is vindictive and grudging. Never a
thank you for your work.”

Summary

Supervision, professional development and rewards
were rated as inadequate in most of the schools that IEL
studicd. Tensions clearly existed between administrators
and teachers over the purpose of supervisory relation-
ships. Teachers felt the process should provide them with
useful advice; administrators tended to see the process as
a mechanism for climinating bad teaching. Both felt the
supervisory process was not useful. Teachers were
‘"Ci"":d by pro forma observation; administrators com-
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plained that they should not have to waste their time on
annual cvaluations of experienced teachers.

Staff development also was judged inadequate. Elemen-
tary teachers had higher opinions of the inservice train-
ing than other teachers, and many teachers said that the
programs appearcd to be geared to elementary teaching.
The districts did not appear to have programs in place for
induction of new teachers, and a “sink or swim” attitude
prevailed. Academy programs got mixed reviews in the
four districts where they existed. School based programs
planned by teachers got somewhat higher evaluations,
but these were few and far between.

In 28 of the schools we exauiined, teachers said noth-
ing was done to reward effort and in 19 of the schools,
teachers said they were unaware of any district, union,
school or community recognition program of teachers.
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What is the role of an

- administrative leader?
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4 You can disagree with the

principal without fearing for your
life. 77
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8 | LEADERSHIP: VISIONARIES, MANAGERS
AND DESPOTS

School leaders must do five things. They must guide
operations s0 that schools run smoothly—a technical
function. They must cultivate the human potential of the
organization, providing growth opportunities to the
staff—the human function. They must bring expert
knowledge as an educational leader to counsel teachers
and support and oversee the instructional program—the
educational function. They must provide symbolic lead-
ership, representing the school’s important values—the
symbolic function. And they must build a strong profes-
sional culture to guide staff—the cultural function.

Effective leadership played a critical role in shaping the
working conditions in the schools examined in the IEL
study Teachers almost unanimously cited the ork of

school. principals agd department chairs a‘s a major and Teachers almost

essential force shaping the environments in their schools. unanimously cited the
Leaders were able to influence the conditions or to work of school

buffer their impact on teachers. Typically, it was the prin- ~ Principals and

cipal who was seen 45 providing, or failing to provide, department chairs as a

good conditions for teaching. School leaders were major and essential

described as major forces in initiating improvements and ~ Jorce shaping the

in supporting, encouraging, and intcgrating, faculty coop-  environments in their
eration and performance. They set the tone in the schools.

schools and were the prime forces in creating positive
climates for teaching and learning. While school adminis-
trators often were hampered or constrained by district
policies and lack of resources, the best leaders still made
a difference.

School Leadership—It all depends on the
principal”

There was rich, detailed information on leadership in
almost 21l of the schools. Generally, references to man-
agement and leadership identified the school principal as
the key figure. There were also references to assistant
Q  cipals and department chairs. This information was
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analyzed with particular attention to the quality of tech-
nical, human, and educaiional leadership: the results then
were compared to reports from the IEL interview teams

for validation. The skills and the attributes of principals
seen as important by teachers were confirmed. Often
these were expressed in qualitative terms, e.g., “good
communicator,” “terrific fundraiser,” “poor supervisor.”

” o«

Based on this information, a general assessment was
made of the quality of leadership in the buildings. The

results of this assessment are in Table 3:1. A clear pattern
emerges—leadership in elementary schools is more posi-
tively assessed than for the other two levels, followed by
leadership in the middle schools. Leadership in five of the

high schools was deemed ineffective. This might be
explained by the larger size and more bureaucratic
nature of high schools. Staff simply have less personal

contact with administrators on a daily basis than those in

the lower gracies.

| e oo ‘s s 31
TABLE 8:1
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THE QUALITY OF SCHOOL LEADLRSHIP
(N=31)
Insufficient
Effective Adequate Ineffective Data
Elementary 5 4 2 0
Middle 3 3 3 0
High Schools { 3 5 1
Total 9 10 11 ]
llowever, analysis of the data from the five high
schools where leadership was perceived ineffective
reveals other factors to be at work as well. Three princi-
pals were near retirement (at the end of the year) and
were described as cynical, indecisive, and arbitrary, Staff
said they were disrespectiul of teachers, ignored teacher
input, and played favoriusm. In all three cases, supervi-
sion was perceived as weak and the adinistration unin-
volved in instruction. In sum, if:¢ humin and educational
functions of leadership were not being, performed effec-
tively.
In the other two high schools with ineffective leader-
ship, the principals were new but perceived as relatively
l{llc weak and ilc@'ngstcm. In both cases, teachers o
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plained about problems with discipline in the school and
said the administration had little interest in curriculum
and instruction. In thesc cases, none of the three essential
leadership functions were being executed satisfactorily.

In five of the six other schools where leadership was
considered ineffective, a common pattern emerged—a
weak administrator wno was inaccessible, disorganized,
inconsistent at enforcing rules for staff and students, per-
mitted no debate or dissent, was seen as vindictive and
harassing, and did not support teachers. In these five
cases, the school leadership failed to perform any of the
essential functions well. The sixth school had experi-
enced considerable tumover in leadership, and staff felt
the new principal, while technically competent, was also
secking promotion by being tough and rigid about rules,
going by the book. In this case, too, teachers complained
about poor discipline, undeserved reprimands, and lack
of input into school decisions. Human leadership was
sorely lacking.

Where school leadership was perceived to be ade-
quate, a more mixed pattern was found. In all ten cases,
the administrators were seen as technically competent.
However, their educational and human leadership skills
varied in quality.

Four were described as traditionalist, strong, decisive,
respected but bureaucratic, and directive. They ran “tight
ships” but provided for littie teacher input and were not
motivators. Their greatest virtues in the eyes of teachers
werc their predictability and emphasis on order.

In three other cases, the leaders were complimented
for good communications with staff, working well with
students, and being cffective at representing the school
externally. They were not participative managers, but
they were respected. However, faculty members com-
plaincd that the principals were not involved in instruc-
tion and curriculum, nor were they regarded as strong
supcrvisors or disciplinarians.

The situation was different in the final three schools
with adequate leadership. In each case, an aggressive
principal was attempting to raise standards and improve
the quality of instruction. All were skilled at clinical
supervision and were promoting staff development activi-
tics to improve teaching. They encouraged collegiality

Q votved faculty in school dccisionmalging. TJhere
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was, however, considerable faculty resistance, and their
staffs had divided opinions about the quality of their lead-
ers. Accusations of unfairness, manipulation, lack of
respect, stubbornness, and lack of warmth showed up.
Conversely, other staff members praised them for high
standards, energy, and cfiorts to improve the school.

‘The three principals faced different situations. One had
taken over an integrated celementary school whose chil-
dren came from extremely poor families. Test scores
were low, and there was racial tension among the stu-
dents and faculty. Morale was low. The principal, 2 first-
time administrator, was trying to motivate the faculty
through staff development and participatory planning,
with litthe district support. Half of the teachers were
responding enthusiastically. Others felt the principal was
too “strong-willed” and too “aggressive,” and resented the
ciforts to change the school. Success of the principal’s
cfforts was in doubt because of inadequate resources,
staff resistance, and fatigue.

In the second case, the school’s student achievement
was lower than others that served similar populations in
the district. The principal had been appointed to make
improvements and was strong, visible, and positive. Team
planning was being emphasized and clectives were being
reduced to direct more attention to the academic core,
‘This generated resentment among the teachers of elec-
tives and some support from the core teams. The short-
run result was divisive. An experienced trainer, the prine
cipal also was providing staff development and rewarding
"y , . twsce who responded. Most staff members felt the pnna
Most staff members felt pal was trying to improve the school, but some saw
the principal was trying teachers being r}l:mipulntcd and *he principal trying to
to improve the school, advance professionally by “getting poor teachers.” The
but some saw teachers principal was receiving support from the district, how-
being manipulated and ever, and morale appeared to be improving.

the principal trying to
advance professionally

by ‘getting poor
teachers.’

The thurd case was a lugh school with a reputation for
high levels of academic achievement. Most staff had been
together for some time and held high expectations for
both teachers and students. The principal was trying to
mantan these standards but was mecting resistance from
teachers new to the school who felt they were bring
asked to do too much. Clinical techniques and staff par-
ticipation were being used to maintain the school’s
o professional culture. Yet, some teachers saw the principal
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as cold and unfair, and reported repeated trivial probler.is
with the administration. Both the principal and the union
representative felt the situation was improving,

In all three schools, the principals had been in their
positions for less than two years. They had good technie
cal skills and expert knowledge of cducation. They were RSSO T———
respected for their expertise. ‘They also were actempting
to cultivate the human potential of their staffs and, cer-
tainly, they were all seen as strong symbolic leaders.
Their problems arose from the cultures of their schools
and resistance from some of their staffs who did not leaders cr whether they
share their professional norms. The absence of strong were simply dealing
rewards and incentives for the staff and the lack of time with difficult,
to meet with teachers made the task of altering staff
behavior difficult. Leadership in these schools was more
difficult to assess. It was not clear whether the leaders
were overzelous and ineffective human leaders or
whether they were simply dealing with difficult, recalci-
trant teachers.,

It was not clear whether
the leaders were
overzealous and
ineffective buman

recalcitrant teachers.

Leaders in nince of tae 31 schools received almost uni.
versal praise from teachers, They appeared to be technie
cally competent, good with people, and strong instrue-
tional leaders, They differed in style—tive fostered demo-
cratic decisionmaking, while four were described with
adjectives such vs “good listener,” “responsive,” and
“decisive.” Table 8:2 lists the common characteristics of
these school leaders as perceived by their staffs. One
teacher, speaking of a new principal, said: “My reward is
how the principal runs this school.”

Principal as Boundary Spanner

Perhaps the most striking data in our study are com-
mentarics on the myriad roles principals play in urban
schools. Instructional leadership was important to teach-
ers in our study, But principals often were cited because
of their abiity to advocate for their schools, to get
around rules and burcaucracy, to find way s to keep con-
trol of their buildings through “aggressive complaining,”

Principal leadership was key to:

® G-tting repairs made

¢ Keeping up maintenance in the building

® Getting control over hiring the custodian

@ Assuring an atmosphere where cleanliness is impor-
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TABLE 8:2

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS
OF THE ATTRIBUTES OF COMPETENT SCHOOL LEADERS
A1 {RIBUTE COMMENTS
High expectat.ons ‘He gaves tiie best teachers to the slowest students. A teaclicr would

not be teaching here [with] negative attitudes about students.”
Takes initiative “A mover—people work for him.”

Encourages collegrality ...she allows disagreement, allows inr.ovation and rish taking. A
good listener, allows input, a fair person.”

Respects teachers ‘You <an disagree wath the principal without fearing for your life.
“Treats us like professionals.”

Focused on instructiun 1 am giad ty finally get an admimstratur whu knuws curtculum and
interacts with teachers about teaching

Supportive supervisur She provide wssistance, she was a teacher herself and she gives
practical advise.”

Gives extra “Thas principal takes ¢ lunch duty so we can have an hour lunch...”
Respected externally “The pnnapal » assertive and influental . . . has some leverage
downtown.”

Seeures additivnal resvarees Anything we need s principal will get, he will take the ume o run
all over the city. He is well-liked downtown and he gets what he
wants "

© Countering ‘red tape’ for repairs at tne district level

In resource poor buildings, principals had to take on
supply problems by:

® Buying toilct paper from their paychecks

© Fighting to gt seeded instructional resources

© Developing resources by parent involvement, fund-
raisers, and participating in pilot projects

0 Dealing with area superintendents and district per-
sonnel to get additional resources.

Interceding with district personnel, involving parents
and community, supporting staff development, and
engaging teachers in building decisionmaking—all of
these activities won principals high praise from their staff.
Clearly, these lcaders are one of the keys to moderating
working conditions.

Conclusion

The quality of lcadership varied widely across the
o schools and across the five districts. Elementary teachers
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werce somewhat more positive about the Ieadership in
their schools than their colleagues in the secondary
schools. Middle school teachers were more positive than
their high school counterparts. This consistent correla-
tion between staff administration relationships and the
level of schooling suggests school size and organizational
complexity may affect teachers’ perceptions of leaders, or
the actual performance of leadership functions, or both.
The key issuc may be the frequency and character of the
interactions between teachers and administrators.

While leadership styles in the schools varied, the lead-
ers viewed most positively by teachers seemed to be
cffective at the technical, human and educational aspects
of their jobs. They were not necessarily democratic man-
agers, but they were attentive to teacher concerns and
perccived as caring, responsible, and responsive. Less
effective Jeaders often were perceived as ineffective in
cither the educational or human dimensions of their
work. If a school leader was ineffective in both of these
areas, teachers were highly critical and often alienated
from the administration. They seemed to be willing to
accept some wedknesses in their leaders if competence
was demonstrated in other areas.
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24 Downtown is not behind
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'I‘hc previous scctions reported the perceptions of
teachers and administrators as to the conditions of
teaching and the impact they have on teachers. These
data have been examined by level of school and analyzed
to identify patterns in “good” and “poor” worksites.
Working conditions, it is evident, are shaped by policirs,
practices, and conditions at the building level. Schools
operating within the same district exhibited widely vary-
ing working conditions for teachers.

Hewever, because district leaders set goals, policy, and
expectations for the system, they certainly influence
working conditions in the schools. This section examines
the influence of the school dictrict on working conditions
from the perspectives of both teachers and central office
personnel. Finally. initiatives to alter working conditions
undertaken by the five districts included in the study will
be described briefly.

District Leadership and Policies

During the past three decades there has been a steady
drift of authority away from the school building to the
district office as a result of collective bargaining and fed-
eral and state regulations. It is probably more accurate to
think of schools as being co-managed by district and
building administrators, although the balance of power
and authority in this partnership varies enormously from
district to district.

Even in situations in which some form of school'site
management prevails, districts typically cxercise enor-
mous influence on school conditions—creating the
accountability mechanisms, setting priorities for con-
struction and maintenance, defining resource and time
allocation, determining the latitude of principals, negoti-
ating teacher workload and responsibilities, and defining
criteria for student success or failure. District leaders—

&~ board of education, the superintendent, and the cen-
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A LONG WAY

Schools operating
within the same district
exbibited widely
varying working
conditions for teachers.
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The data show that most
of the issues upsetting
teachers require
district action.

tral office staff—play critical roles in shaping the condi-
tions that this study has shown are important to teachers.

District leaders also are in the best position to initiate
actions t improve conditions, or obstruct them: they
have the opportunity to plan and coordinate; they con-
trol critical resources; and, ultimately, they decide
whether schools, their leaders, and their staffs are suc-
cesses or failures.

Teachers and administrators were asked directly about
mazjor problems affecting teaching in the district. They
were asked about district policies relevant to the major
dimensions of school working conditions and questioned
about communication with district personnel. Central
office personnel and key decisionmakers, including the
board president, superintendent, and president of the
teachers’ organization, were interviewed. All of the inter-
vicws were coded for references to district leadership
policics, practices, initiatives, and problems.

Teacher Perceptions of Workplace Problems

The data in Table 9.1 show that most of the issucs
upsetting teachers require district action. Problems such
as the quality of school leadership, lack of public respect
for teaching, large class sizes, lack of planning time, and
lack of materials and supplies, which teachers perceive to
be obstacles to their success in the classroom, cannot be
resolved at the school level. Other issues such as student
discipline, student attendance, and staff collegiality can
be addressed at the building level, but their resolution
often depends upon the adequacy of resources—a factor
controlled by the district.

When the issues are examined by level of school
across the five districts, some common themes are appar-
ent. In the clementary schools, the major issues con-
cerned workload, class size and the lack of preparation
time; clementary teachers feel overloaded with work.
Other issues emerge, but they are specific to each dis-
trict.

In the middle schools, there also was concern about
class size, but poor student discipline emerges as the
dominant issuc. In the high schools, concerns shifted
strongly to student behavior. Poor discipline, motivation,
and attendance were the common concerns.
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TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF MAJOR WORKPILACE |
ISSUES BY DISTRICT AND LEVEL OF SCHOOL ‘
Level of School
District Elementary Middle High School
A Lack of prep time Poor discipline Poor school
Poor school Lack of public leadership
leadership respect Poor discipline |
Poor discipline Lack of staff Lack of collegiality
influence
B School duties Class size Lack of supplics
Lack of prep time Lack of supplivs and materials
Lack of parent and matcrials Student apathy
support Poor discipline Poor school
leadership
C Discipline Discipline Discipline
Lack of district Lack of district Student attendance
support support Student apathy
Lack of parent Lack of parent
support support
D Class size Discipline Lack of supnlics
Lack of prep time Quality of teachers Student apathy
Lack of supplies Lacl of staff Student attendance
and materials influence
E Lack of respect Poor discipline Student attendance
by district Lack of respect Poor discipline
leaders by district Poor facilitics
Lack of public leaders
respect Lack of public
Heavy workloads respect

There also was variation across the districts. In district
C, for example, strong concern was expressed in all of
the schools about student discipline. “The kids are hard
to control; I am tired of being a Scrooge every day,” said
one teacher. In district E, the lack of respect for teachers
and teaching by the district leaders and the general pub-
lic were the dominant issues.

In district B, on the other hand, the major concerns
were the more conventional ones of class size, materials,
adequate time, and student behavior.

Lack of parental support also was an issuc in several
districts, but it was closely associated with the question
of discipline. Busing in two districts had made it difficult
for parents to come to the schools and widened the gulf

[ Se—

(3 cen the home and the school.
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Discipline and
attendance were not
seen as major issues by
district leaders, and
lack of respect was only
mentioned in one
district.

In district D, the only common themes were the lack
of matcrials and discipline. In general, the major working
conditions issues concerned the lack of resources.

Finally, in the last of the five districts, there were two
common and closely related issues—Ieadership and dis-
cipline. “Some rather serious oflenses to teachers are not
remedicd, ... . it is a flaw at the district level,” said one
teacher. And another: “Weak leadership—and extremely
poor leadership—these are the issues.”

Comparative Perspective on Workplace Issues

Teachers and school administrators saw the problems
similarly, as Table 9:2 shows. The central issues for teach-
ing staff, cutting across the five districts, were discipline,
class size, student attendance, lack of teacher influence
over school policies and decisions, and the lack of
respect for teachers by district leaders. These issues
ranked high in at least three of the five districts. With the
exception of student attendance, school administrators
mentioned the same issucs.

Central office administrators provided more diverse
responses. The most frequently mentioned issues were
large class sizes, teacher salaries, and lack of teacher influ-
ence. Salaries were given lower priority by the staff in the
schools. Discipline and attendance were not seen as
major issues by district leaders, and lack of respect was
only mentioned in one district.

The perspectives of district leaders on working condi-
tions issucs are likely to differ somewhat from those of
sthool staffs because of their respunshility for account:
ability to the public, fiscal responsibilitics, and the pres-
sure of interest groups. It is not surprising that they iden-
tify issues with fiscal implications, such as salaries and
conditions of facilities as the major issues, whercas
school personnel are particularly concerned about nitty-
gritty issues such as discipline, preparation time, and
quality of school leadership. Both groups expressed con-
cern over class size.

Teacher Perceptions of District Administration

Teachers generally did not hold high opinions of the
central administration or leadership in their districts, and
some were cynical and bitter. They believed, for exam-
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TABLE 9:2
COMPARATIVE PERCEPTIONS OF MAJOR WORKPLACE
PROBLEMS AND ISSUES
Central Office
District Administration School Administration Teachers
A Inadequate facilitics Discipline Discipline
Class size Inadequate prep time Quality of school leadership
Relations with school Lack of respect for teachers  Lack of prep time
administrators Lack of teacher influence Class size
Lack of teacher influence Lack of collegality Lack of teacher influence
Paperwork Lack of district support/
respect
B Lack of materials and supplics Class size Lack of materials and supplies
Class size Lack of materials and supplies Discipline
Teacher salaries Paperwork Inadequate facilities
Quality of school leadership  Student apathy Class size
Poor facilities Teacher recognition Lack of teacher influence
C Class size Discipline Discipline
Discipline Student attendance Lack of district respect/
Student mobility Lack of teacher influence support
Teacher influence over Lack of parent support Student attendance
curriculum Class size Lack of parent support
Teacher salaries Teacher salaries
Quality of school leadership iack of teacher influence
D Safety Class size Class size
Class size Prep time Lack of suppplies and
Lack of teacher influence Lack of teacher recognition materials
Lack of materials Lack of trust Discipline
Student attendance Paperwork Student attendance
Student motivation Inadequate prep time
E Teacher salaries Lack of district respect/ Lack of district respect/
Lack of public respect/ support support
support Lack of public respect Lack of public respect/
Student attitudes support support
Lack of district respect/ Lack of teacher influence Discipline
support Parent support Quality of building leadership
Teacher stress Class size Student attendance
Class size Discipline Class size/workload

ple, that the central offices did not respect them. As evi-
dence, they cited low salaries, lack of input into deci-
sions, lack of support for teachers, and negative state-
ments about teachers by district officials. “Downtown is
not behind the teachers; they don’t respect our con-
cerns,” said one teacher. They complaned about inequi-
tics in treatment. “If you are not involved with athletics
or on the glory road, you don't count.” Low morale,

“If you are not involved
with atbletics or on the

teacher turnover, absenteceism, and a loss of efficacy were  glory road, you don’t
attributed to this gulf between teachers and the district count.”
O s
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Many expressed anger about accusations by citizens
and public officials that the teachers were racist. Tt cy
blamed the district administration for contributing to the
negative image of teachers and, therefore, to the lack of
public suppoft. “We are treated as non-persons by the
district,” said one. Added another: “There is a blame-the-
teacher syndrome systemwide.”

A teacher spoke of a dilemma confronting teachers in
urban areas:

The more you care, the more you give—and
sometimes it is stressful—the more it hurts when
you fail to meet the expectations of parents, admin-
istrators, the local board. Teachers are caught in the
middle. There is no appreciation from the parents,
the community.

Another frustrated clementary teacher said:

Parents here are not supportive in any way. They
seldom give teachers praise, and they try to run the
school. They will not get involved with the whole
school, they are concerned only about their child.
They immediately run to the building administration
when a problem occurs. . .. Central administration
... immediately sides with the parents.

Teachers expressed frustration in particular about the
perceived lack of support in dealing with students. “The
principal tries to be fair-minded about serious disciplin-
ary incidents . .. but there is never any support from
downtown,” observed one teacher. A middle school math
teacher summed up feelings of teachers in her district
when she said:

The number one problem is discipline, the num-
ber two problem is discipline, and the number three
problem is discipline; downtown doesn’t support
discipline at the building level.

A perception of lack of support surfaced in other areas.
Teachers complained about how long it took to process
simple paperwork. They saw the systems as big, imper-
sonal and unresponsive to their needs. For example,
teachers and administrators in all five districts described
how long it took to get basic maintenance and repairs
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done. This particularly was a problem in two districts.
Pcople knew that maintenance was underfunded, but the
lack of responsc was still annoying. “The bureaucracy is
unreal; it takes many requests,” commented one teacher.

Part of the problem appears to be poor communica-
tion. Building levz! staff did not perceive themselves as
havieg much input into district policy decisions or even
having access to district officials. Said one frustrated
teacher: “Those clowns never come to our schools, so
they have no understanding of the problems we face.”
Another explained that “there are no communication
channels between teachers and the central office, no ave-
nues to discuss practice.” One teacher observed that “It's
downtown and politics; I have feclings of hopelessness
when I have no say.”

In two districts, teache.: and building admimstratues 1n
scveral schools complaincu of inequitics in the distribu-
tion of resources and opportunitics across schools. They
said that what a school received depended upon the
principal’s clout and ability to manipulate the burcau-
cracy. Examples of the frustration:

The district doesn’t recognize the inequities in the
systeny; they create showpieces and then point to
their success.

It depends on the principal’s clout with down-
town; our principal doesn’t have it because he has
other prioritics.

The ‘silk stocking’ schools get better teachers, bet-
ter students.

Principals who have direct contact with central
office administrators and school board members
receive more than others.

Finally, teachers questioned the legitimacy of some dis-
tricts’ initiatives. Changes came and went, quickly. “They
[the central office staff] read an article, whip out an acro-
nym, and off we go,” said one teacher. “The board is con-
stantly changing its priorities and the superintendent fol-
lows their whims,” commented another. And “Just when
you are used to it, they change it again; there is a lack of
(3"~ direction and stability.” Teachers expressed support,
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“It’s downtown and
politics; I have feelings
of bopelessness when I
bave no say.”
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however, for changes affecting their work environment
positively, such as policies to reduce class size or the use
of school-based mentors and school-based inscrvice train-
ing programs. They were not opposed to change per s¢
but wanted to have a voice in shaping it and wanted to
understand the rationale underlying it.

These perceptions of lack of support, inequities, and
lack of direction may not accurately describe policies in
the five districts, but they are an accurate reflection of
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how many urban teachers feel. The systems are large, and
the teachers feel isolate<, ignored, and powerless to influ.
ence the system-wide decisions that affect their work.

Top Down Improvement Initiatives

Recent improvement initiatives in many urban districts
negatively affect teacher working conditions. Their gen-
eral intent is increased central office control over instruc-
tion and tighter coupling between the classroom and the
district. At least three of the five districts examined in
this study have undertaken such policy changes in super-
vision, curriculum development, and monitoring of cur-
riculum.

The underlying assumption appcars to be that teachers
are not doing an adequate job and need tighter supervi-
sion and accountability to raisc their level of effort, keep
them on track, and improve coordination. This search for
tighter coupling often results in new policies and
improvement programs designed in the district office
with little, if any, teacher input, and implemented in a
top-down fashion.

Considering the pressure on district leaders to raise
test scores, certain top-down policies are understanduble,
particularly if local policymakers believe such approaches
will produce quick gains in achievement and hold off
public criticism. But such gzins may be short-lived and
the unanticipated consequences costly. Tighter coupling
to achieve effective schools may simply produce
increased burcaucratization and a higher level of medioc-
rity.

The data from the IEL study suggest that increased uni-
formity combined with stricter controls over teacher
work may lower morale, level of effort, and professional-
ism among the teaching staff. Stroager accountability
measures without compensating steps to enhance
teacher discretion and participation may raisc the levels
of conflict among texchers and administrators arid lead to
a “work-to-rule” attitude. The press toward efficiency is
not necessarily bad; it may even be essential in some dis-
tricts, but it is unlikely to build a foundation for long-
term improvements unless accompanied by other mea-
sures that produce and protect strong, professional cul-

o in the schools.
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The underlying
assumption appears to
be that teachers are not
doing an adequate job
and need tighter
supervision and
accountability to raise
their level of effort, keep
them on track, and
improve coordination.
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... the role of the
district skifts from
control to the

encouragement,
support and nurturing
of desired work
cultures in schools . ..

ERIC
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An Alternative View

There are alternatives. Districts can take steps to help
building leaders develop school cultures that promote
and support goal consensus, cooperation, achicvement
oricntation, problem-solving, and high discretionary
cffort among their staffs. In this view, people and the
resources they bring to their jobs are the major assets of
a good school. Good school managgrs, then, are those
who create conditions under which people perform at
their best.

‘Three of the districts studied have initiated changes
that increase teacher influence over decisions and
strengthen professional cultures in the schools, One is a
strung imttve designed to sestructure the schools, the
other two are more limited cefforts that are highly depen-
dent un the style of leadership in the building. Neverthe-
less, all three districts, recognize that long teem impiove-
ment depends upon altering the working conditions and
the roles of teachers.

From this perspective, the role of the district shifts
from control to the encouragement, support and nurtur-
ing of desired work cultures in schools and to the
recruitment and development of the taleat needed for
improvement. Emphasis is placed on encouraging school
level responsibility rather than on gaining greater control
and uniformity. School staffs are asked to identify and
clarify school problems, develop and implement plans,
make decisions about assignment of resources, and plan
staff development activitics.

The district’s role in this approach is to provide direc-
tion and resources. These include moral support, incen-
tives for participation, time, funds, and technical assis-
tance. The district, of course, continues to set the param-
cters within which school-based improvement occurs by
setting overall goals, defining indicators of quality,
reviewing plans, and monitoring implementation. District
leaders have both the authority and the responsibility to
create the conditions for optimal school cffectiveness.
The issuc fucing them is how best to do this.

District Improvement Initiatives

Like most urban school districts, severe fiscal con-
straints hampered the efforts of the five districts studied
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by IEL to improve the quality of their programs. The
severity varied across the districts.

Nevertheless, all of the districts had tried to improve
the quality of their schools. They had developed new
policics and programs and, in some instances, made
deliberate efforts to alter the working conditions of
teachers. Examples of these initiatives are described
beiow.

Class Size Reduction

Three of the districts had reduced class sizes for the
carly grades. In one case, the reduction was for pre-K and
kindergarten only; in the other two, it was for first and
sccond grades. In both cases, the districts reduced the
average class to 20 or 21 students, Twvo of the districts
had adopted specific formulas for the allocation of para-
professionals to assist with large classes.

These cfforts were appreciated by teachers in the cle.
mentary schools, but secondary teachers felt the reduc-
tiops had been made at the expense of their workload.,
Actually, student loads were lower in the sccondary
schools, but there were enormous inequities within the
secondary schools, leaving some teachers with large
numbers of students.

Control of Curriculum

Nonc of the five distzicts was happy with their manage
ment of curriculum. Two districts were moving to
increase teacher involvement in curriculum development
and decentralize curriculum management, after an earlier
attempt to centralize control. One district was moving in
exactly the opposite direction. None seemed to have
found the balance between accountability and teacher

) None seemed to have
commitment and ownership that they sought. Jound the batance
Nor were the districts pleased with their procedures between accountability
for monitoring curricuium mplementauon, Distnct o~ @nd teacher commit-

cials generaily felt teachers had too much discretion over  71ent and ounersbip
what was taught. Three districts were relying heavily on ~ 2hat they sought.

local tests of basic competencies to ensure some unifor-
mity, and one was moving in that direction, The develop-
ment of these tests was seen as one way of relaxing reli-
("~ on specific curricular guidelines.
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None of the districts,
bowever, bad been able
to address the
Jundamental obstacle
fo strengthening
collegiality, lack of
time, because of their
JSiscal problems.

Improving Staff Collegiality

Leaders in all districts expressed concern about
improving staff collegiality in their schools, but only two
had taken any action. One district was moving rapidly
toward the adcption of school-site management, and the
other had introduced a packaged “effective schools” pro-
gram which purported to strengthen collegiality. None of
the districts, however, had been able to address the fun-
damental obstacle to strengthening collegiality, lack of
time, because of their fiscal problems.

Supervisior f Instruction

All districts had revised their approach to supervision
within the past two years. Four of them had developed
new instruments and were training administrators to do
clinical supervision, but implementation was uneven and
obstructed by lack of time and too much paperwork.
One district was implementing a mentoring system using
teachers to help others having difficulty.

Professional Development

All districts had taken steps to improve the amount
and quality of staff development available to teachers,
but, again, they had moved in different directions. One
decentralized some responsibility and funding for staff
development after a decade of strong centralization of
training programs in a district academy. Two districts
recently had opened academies, as well as three teacher
centers, two of which were union initiatives. Two dis-
tricts had been able to negotiate more non-contact days
and increase the time available for inservice training.

Only one district provided management development
programs for principais. Two districts were hoping to
participate in academies for principals being opened in
their area. In the two remaining districts, administrators
had only sporadic access to professional development.

School Management and Teacher Influence on
Decisions

Tn two districts, the administration and the union lead-
ership had been discussing school-site management with
strong teacher involvement in decisionmaking. Both of
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these districts had some experience, though not akways .
successful, with participatory mechanisms in the schools.  77,ee of the districts
One effort was about to be implemented although the were engaged in some
details were not clear, while the future of the other initia-  coflaborative planning
tive was in doubt due to growing tensions over contract g4 decisionmaking
negotiations and teacher concerns about salaries. In a with union leaders at
third, an “effective schools” program provided some the district level.
opportunity for teacher input into setting goals and prior-
ities and development of building plans, but no commit-
ment had been made to permanent structures for teacher
participation. The other two districts had not addressed
the issue.

Three of the districts were engaged in some collabora-
tive planning and decisionmaking with union leaders at
the district level. These efforts appeared to be fragile but
had produced some significant successes: adoption of
school'site management and 2 mentoring program in one
case, and class size reduction in another.

Yeacher Recognition and Respect for Teaching

Only one district was really addressing the issue of
rewards and incentives for teachers. It had adopted a
new career ladder model that offered professional
advancement for teachers. The others had addressed the
issue only in a token manner.

Possibilities of Improvement

The opinions of leaders in the districts ranged from
extremely optimistic to quite pessimistic about the possi-
bilities of improving conditions for teachers and school
effectiveness in the next few years. In fact, they were
about equally divided in all districts except one. Opti-
mism reigned in the one district undertaking radical
reforms. The pessimism was based on forecasts of fiscal
constraint, the optimism on the hope that reforms being
put in place would work without additional resousces.

Summary

Teachers identified a number of workplace problems
that required district action. However, they expressed lit-
tle confidence in the ability of the districts to address and
resolve school problems. They felt they were not
zcted and had little input into district deliberations.
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They complained about lack of support from district offi-
cials. At the same time, district officials were undertaking
initiatives to address some of the issues such as class sizc
and teacher participation in decisionmaking.

District officials tended to identify issues with fiscal
implications, such as facilities and salaries, as the major
problems confronting them, whereas teachers identified
issues such as discipline, availability of preparation time
and the quality of school leadership. District size and
decisionmaking structure have an impact in these dis-
tricts, as teachers feel isolated and at great distance from
the central office. Even where districts had initiatives
underway to change conditions, teachers perceived that
the changes were top-down, constantly changing, and not
designed to assist them at the school level.
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What is the impact of
‘working conditions on

teachers?

7] compare this to a business
office. Why doesn't the
community recognize us as a
profession and see our shortages
of supplies and pay? 77
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ON TEACHERS: THE CRITICAL MASS

hat impact do working conditions have on teach-

ers or on schools? Do they affect teacher attitudes
and behaviors? Are some conditions more critical to
teacher behavior than others? Do these conditions influ-
ence the quality of instruction and/or the quantity of ser-
vices provided to students?

The IEL data suggest some answers to these questions.
They provide a foundation for the development of some
strong hypotheses about how working conditions affect
teachers and, consequently, students and overall school
effectiveness.

Previous research linked working conditions in schools
and teacher perceptions of their working conditions to
their attitudes and behaviors in the classroom. According
to the research, the most vital resources in effective
schools were the effort, commitment, and involvement of
their teaching staffs and leaders.

Our data on teacher attitudes and behavior confirm
these findings. Teachers interviewed felt the working
conditions in their schools had significant effects, positive
and negative, on their colleagues. The most frequently

TABLE 10:1

10 | THE EFFECTS OF WORKING CONDITIONS

TEACHER BEHAYIORS AND ATTITUDES POSITIVELY
AFFECTED BY WORKING CONDITIONS

Level of Teacher Levelof Classroom Sense of Job
School Attendance  Effort Efficacy Community Morale Satisfaction
Elementary 7 7 4 7 4 3
{N=11)
Middle 3 2 3 7 2 2
(N = 10)
High 1 2 2 5 2 3
(N = 10)
(N = 31) 11 11 9 19 8 8
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cited negative cffects were absentecism, reduced levels
of efforts, lowered cffectiveness in the classroom, low
morale, and reduced job satisfaction. The most com-
monly mentioned positive effects were on attendance,
level of effort and a sense of community. Tables 10:1 and
10:2 show these cffects by school level.

TABLE 10:2

TEACHER BEHAVIORS AND ATTITUDES NEGATIVELY
AFFECTED BY WORKING CONDITIONS
Level of Teacher Level of Classroom Sense of Job
School Attendance Effort Efficacy Community Morale Satisfaction
Elementary 3 0 4 1 3 3
(N=11)
Middle 2 6 4 0 6 5
(N =10)
High 5 5 5 0 5 5
(N =10)
(N = 31) 10 11 13 1 14 13
Teacher Attendance

In 11 of the 31 schools, working conditions had posi-
tive effects on the attendance of the teaching staff. Seven
of these were elementary schools. Teachers in an addi-
tional 10 schools reported that working conditions had
litde or no effect on staff attendance. However, respon-
dents reported negative effects on attendance in the
remaining 10 schools. In the majority of schools, tcachers
reported that attendance was good and that few teachers
used the maximum number of sick days. The answers
about staff attendance are consistent with the statistics
provided by the districts. Actual staff attendance rates
ranged from 85 percent to 98 percent. Schools perceived
as having no problems generally had 96 percent staff

Schools perceived as
baving problems attendance or better. In those schools with staff absentec-
generaily bad 96 ism rates higher than 5 percent, respondents generally

percent staff attendance

or better.

perceived attendance to be negatively affected by work-
ing conditions.

The reasons most frequently cited for low absentecism
among teachers were positive relations with students,
strong collegiality among the staff, good school physical
conditions, and good leadership. As one teacher said,
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“You want to come here each day because of the stu-
dents, rapport among staff, and positive principal atti-
tude.” The opposite was true in schools where teachers
felt the need to take “mental health days” due to stress
and fatigue. Abs~nteeism was related to stress caused by
poor discipline, overcrowding, heavy workloads, lack of
administrative support, or poor physical conditions in the
school. As one teacher said, “Every now and then days
are taken just for rest.”

Effort Level

Teachers’ levels of effort were negatively affected in 11
of the schools. None of these were elementary schools,
50 school level and organization, and possibly the age and
attitudes of the students, again seemed to be significant
factors. The same factors that affected attendance affected
level of effort. In addition, teachers frequently said their
efforts were taken for granted. “Some see no reason to
work hard; it doesn’t matter and no one appreciates it,”
said one teacher.

Responses in the 11 schools in which teachers said
they were motivated to work harder suggest that stu-
dents often were the major motivating factor in maintain-
ing high levels of effort in spite of other working condi-
tions issues. As one principal stated, “The teachers are
professionals and give 110 percent. They want the chil-
dren to do better.” One teacher shared, “There are times
when you want to say the heck with it. Then a little shin-
ing light emerges, and you think maybe things are alright
after all.”

The assessments of overall staff effort by the teachers
and administrators were consictent with the data on
hours of extra work reported by individual respondents
in the elementary schools and middle schools. That is, if
the respondents in a school generally reported high lev-
els of extra effort, they also thought others were working
hard, too. Or conversely, if individuals reported relatively
low levels of discretionary effort, they also reported nega-
tive effects from the working conditions,

However, high school teachers generally reported they
put in more time and effort than their colleagues, They
often were critical of others for no longer giving their
best effort because of the working conditions in the

bﬂﬂdmg.
51130

EFFECTS

“There are times when
you want to say the beck
with it. Then a little
shining light emerges,
and you think maybe
things are alright after
all.””
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“This is a very bigh-
stress job. I feel wiped
out, not burned out.”

RS

Effectiveness in the Classrcom

The respondents were very clear about the impact of
conditions on teachers’ feelings of effectiveness in the
classroom. The majority of those interviewed in 13
schools felt the classroom effectiveness of the staff was
affected negatively by conditions in their schocl.

Staff of an additional nine schools reported that work-
ing conditions, no matter how inadequate, had litte or
no impact on their effectiveness. They shut their doors
and did their jobs. There were no significant differences
across the levels of schools. One teacher’s comment sum-
marizes many: “This is a very high-stress job. I feel wiped
out, not burned out. Exhausted. But every 30 minutes I
have to present the most dynamic lesson possible.”

Teachers singled out different aspects of working con-
ditions as lowering their effectiveness, but the major
problems were lack of resources, poor physical condi-
tions, large class sizes, and lack of supportive principal
leadership. As the union president in one district stated,
“The most important issues facing teachers are reduction
in class size, planning time, physical plants, and sufficient
materials. Mozale is low. No salary raises and teachers are
locked out of decisionmaking at the school level. Most
teachers feel unable to be effective.” A teacher com-
mented: “I compare this to business offices. Why doesn’t
the community recognize us as a profession and see cur
shortages of supplies and pay.”

Sense of Belonging

The staff of only one school reported negative effects
on the sense of community among the staff. At first, this
appears to contradict other data suggesting that collegial-
ity, cooperation, and communication were less than ade-
quate in many schools. However, respondents under-
stood the question to refer to a sense of belonging in an
informal, social sense. They distinguished this from the
patterns and opportunities for professional communica-
tion and collegiality within a school. In addition, while
respondents seemed quite willing to criticize the work
effort, attitudes, and effectiveness of their colleagues, they
were seldom willing to suggest the school was anything
but one large happy family. One teacher stated, “When I
get tired, I'm going to quit. If I didn’t enjoy the job, I
wouldn’t be here.”
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Morale

Yetin 14 of the 31 schools teachers felt working con-
ditions had negative effects on teachers’ morale. This was
especially true at the high school level where working
conditions at 5 of the 10 schools were reported to have
negative effects on morale. Of all the teacher attitudes,
morale appears to be the one most affected by working
conditions and the one teachers are most willing to
admit. As one superintendent said:

Working conditions affect teacher morale mainly.
There has been no significant pay raise in eight
years; salaries were just getting competitive but now
are failing behind. The district does not have the
resources to give teachers the support services
needed to deal with student problems. Most teach-
ers probably feel they are able to be effective only
due to the fact that they can close the door and are
in an isolated island.

One principal said:

We're all very strapped and strained in this school.
We bust our butts all day and go home feeling we're
barely doing an adequate job. The frustration builds
up constantly—the higher the standards, the worsce
the strain.

Lack of building leadership contributed to low morale.
“We do have a morale problem due to fack of support at
every administrative level. Faculty in general feel the
principal is not a strong leader,” said one teacher. “The
hardest thing for me to cope with is the morale of the
people I work with. The morale problem stems from the
leadership in the building—from them [administrators]
not communicating with each other and them [adminis-
trators] not communicating with the faculty,” said
another.

In at Jeast three of the districts, the primary culprits
causing low morale were not school-level factors. One
teacher said morale was not affected in the classroom
with students, “but it's downtown policies, feelings of
hopelessness when I can’t control and have no say.”

In schools where morale was positive, respondents
pointed to the staff and administrators as making the crit-
ical difference. “Morale is good here in spite of every-
'h:{m We have a fair principal, participation in decisions,
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[ASE]

‘Things don’t work, the

Jacilities are
inadequate, the
students come from
diverse neighborhoods,
Yet we seem to
overcome the protlems
and succeed.”

and a nice climate,” said one teacher. Another elaborated:
“Morale is good, this is a strange school. Things don't
work, the facilitics are inadequate, the students come
from diverse neighborhoods. Yet we seem to overcome
the problems and succeed. The school works in spite of
the difficultics due to the staff.” The IEL data show that
such schools are the exception rather the norm; gener-
ally higher morale was associated with both positive lead-
ership and teaching climates and good physical working
conditions.

Job Satisfaction

The majorities of the staffs in 13 of the 31 schools
reported their job satisfaction adversely affected by work-
ing conditions in the schools. There were no differences
among the school levels. Effects on overall job satisfac-
tion did not correlate highly with responses concerning
morale or classroom effectiveness. “I don’t really think of
myself as a professional, no respect or money. If it were
not for the kids, I would not do it at all,” explained one
teacher.

‘fo check the impact of these conditions across the dis-
tricts, we compared data on teacher perceptions of con-
ditions and teacher attitudes/behavior from pairs of
schools serving the same grade levels in cach district,
Fourteen of the 15 pairs comprised schools whose work-
ing conditions, as perceived by their staffs, differed. We
found strong support for the contention that working
conditions in schools affect teachers’ attitudes and behav-
iors. In 12 sets of paired schools the data show similar
positive correlations between working conditions and
reported teacher attitudes and behaviors. In these cascs,
berter working conditions appear to be consistently asso-
ciawcd with more positive attitudes, higher levels of work
effort, and a greater sense of efficacy. In the other two
cases, the comparisons showed that better conditions
were not associated with more positive teacher attitudes
and behaviors. The full analysis of these pairs can be
found in Appendix 4.

The “Best” and “Worst” Work Sites

Data on 10 dimensions of working conditions in the
31 schools were compiled into an index and the schools
were then ranked from best to worst.
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The top five schools are described in Table 10:3. Coin-
cidentally, there was at least one schiool from four of the
five districts. Perhaps not so coincidentally, three of the
five were elementary schools. Elementary schools are
smaller and have a less differentiated workforce, higher
goal consensus, and more frequent contact between
teachers and administrators. The schools varied widcely in
the social and cthnic backgrounds of their students and
in the size of their enroliments, but all schools enrolled
more than 60 percent minority students.

When specific working conditions were examined,
these five schools had some similaritics, All were rated as
adequate or better by the staff interviewed on four
dimensions: physical plant, collegiality, participation in
decisionmaking, and administrative leadership. Four of
the five had similar positive ratings on teacher influence
over curriculum and instruction. On the other six dimen-
sions of the quality of school worklife, however, there
was considerable variation.

When the total samiple of schools was ranked in terms
of the staff’s perceptions of teacher attitudes and behav-
ior, the five schools described in Table 10:3 were among
those with the most positive ratings.

Three of the five schools described in the table had
team teaching and three had courcils for faculty partici-
pation in decision making. When all schools were ranked
by staff perceptions of teacher attitudes and behavior, five

of the top ten schools had teaming and seven of the R N RN

schools had permanent councils. When all schools were

ranked by staff
berceptions of teacher
The schools perceived as having the worst overall «Htitudes and bebavior,
working conditions, using the dimensions studicd by IEL,  five of the top ten
were examined similarly. The five lowest rated schools schools bad teaming
are described in Table 10:4. These schools were charac- and seven of the schools

terized by poor resources, heavy workloads, low collegi. bhad permanent
ality, poor supervision, low teacher influence over school  councils.
dericions, low rewards, and poor leadership. 5
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TABLE

10:3

WORKING CONDITIONS IN HIGHEST RATED SCHOOILS
Schools
Dimension  Elemcentary Middle Elementary  Elementary  High School
Physical Good plant Good plant Good plant Good plant New plant
Conditions Safe, clean, A/C, clean. clean, pride in  Clean, safe, but  Attractive and
school. Priority Pride in school. Priority crowded. Clean,
of principal. coadition. of principal, Lacks meating  Cooperation to
space. keep it up.
Resources Adequate staff.  Adequate staff.  Inadequate Inadequate Well-equipped,
No problems  Noproblems  staff, nced staff, need nceds remedial
w/ supplies. W/ supplics specialists/ counsclor/ AP, staff.
counsclor. Need nurse.
Supplies Short on
rationed. supplics.
Workload Classes 28 + Classes 27 + Classes 25 Classes 20-25  Classes 25-30.
Highlevel of  Variable extra High extra High cffort. High extra
cxtra effort, No  effort. Minor cffort, dutics.  Dutics. effort. Dutics.
duties. dutics.
Students 800+ 1200+ 300 300 1900
% Minority 99% 920% 60% 65% 99%
% Poor 45% 85% 50% 30% 50%
Comments Discipline Minur concern  Discipline Minor cencern  Discipline
good. Good with discipline. good. Little with discipline. good. Low
parent Mostly positive parent Low parent parcnt
involvement.  comments involvement.  involvement.  involvement,
Mostly positive about students. largely Mixed Largely
comments Fair parent positive comments positive
about students. involvement comments about students comments
Absentecisma  Low about students. Goord about students.
problem. absentecism.  Low attenndancec. Attendance
absentecism. problems.
Classroom Highlevelof  Moderate High level of  Moderate High level of
Influence autonomy. No  autonomy. autonomy autonomy, autonomy No
real Lessons Tests act as lesson plan real
l monitoring.  reviewed monitors. review monitoring.
The schools reporting the most negative effects on
teacher attitudes and behavior also were examined. The
most consistent ¢ffects were on teacher effort, classroom
cffectiveness, mora! ,, and job satisfaction—adverscly
impacted the schools 2t the bottom of the ranking. In
addition, the five schools perceived as having the worst
overall conditions were among those having the most |
Q negative effects on teacher attitudes and behavior. |
ERIC 1
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A TR
TABLE 10:3, continued
Schools
Dimension  Elementary Middle Elementary  Elementary  High School
Collegial Good, but Teaming. Adequate, Good. butno  Adequate,
Relations teachers create Common tisne  Grade level time to meet.  Active
the to plan. meetings and committees
opportunitics. shared in- and
scrvice. department,
Supervision Frequent Process Clinical Frequent Process
observation, followed, pro  approach. observation, followed, scen
Assistance forma. Teo Time 2 Process scen as  as pro forma,
provided. Too much problem but  helnful,
much paperwork, process scenas  Paperwork a
paperwork. lack of time.  helpful. problem.
Professional Principal School level School fevel Use district Use district

Development  encourages it program, but program with  programs and programs. No
Some activity  planned by the teacher input. principal plans  school activity.

at school staff  principal, Use districs, school activity.  Litle teacher
meetings, rcsources. input.
School Principal sccks  Teams are Staff council Largely Dcpartments
Influence input. major vchicle.  and otaff informal. and
Committees Staff has meetings are  Principal committces
are active. moderate effective, initiates, provide
Highlevelof  influence, Moderate Modcrate vehicle.
influence. influence, influence. Moderate
induence,
Rewards and  Adequate, Adequate. Inxdequate, Inadequate. Inadequate
Recognition  informal Informa Not much No formaland  Some informal
rewards used  appreciation  formal but weak informal  recognition.
well, some informal  recognition,
recognition.
Administrative  Well-liked. Strong, even Energetic, Well-liked. Visible, new
Leadership Handpicked autoceatic. supportive Handpicked principal,
staff, openly Takes input clinician. staff. Open, Encourages
involves stafl.  and gets extra  Respected involves staff.  participation.
Focus on fesourcesfor  Democratic. Good cliniclan,  Brings in
collegial the school, Out of the resources.
relations. school 2 lot.

Ten schools in which staff reported the most negative
effects had four common characteristics: poor resources,
low collegiality, Jow rewards, and low levels of teacher
influence on school decisions. Six of the 10 had poor
leadership; in three of the other four cases, the principals
were new to the school and were rated as adequate by
their staffs. Characteristics of the schools with the lowest
~t5~"ined ranking are described in Table 104,
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TABLE 10:4
WORKING CONDITIONS IN LOWEST RATED SCHOOLS
. Schools
Dimensions Middle Elementary Middle Middle High School
Physical Inadequite. Adequate. Inadequate. Adequate. Old, Inadequate.
Conditions Lack of Generally well- Dirty and but wellkept.  Unclean, in
classroom kept.Lack of  crowded. Many Security a poor repair.
space. Not meeting space. repairs needed. problem. Litter. Some
clean, in poor Some vandalism.
repair. Security vandalism. Security a
problems. problem.
Resources Inadequate Inadequate Inadequate Inadequate Inadequate
staff. Need staff. Need staff. Need staff. Need staff. Need
teachers & counselors &  teachers & counselors and counselers and
counselors. specialists. specialists. elective staff.  teachers. Lack
Lack Lack supplies. Lack supplies. Lack supplies  supplies &
substitutes, & equipment  equipment.
supplies &
equipment
Workload Classes 30+.  Classes 27+.  Classes 30+.  Classes 28+.  Classes 25.
Low Jevel of Aver. level of  High level of  Low level of Low level of
extra effort. effort. No duties. effort. Light extra effort. extra effort.
Duties. duties. Duties. Light duties.
Students
Number 550 550 1200 350 600
% Minority 99% 60% 70% 99% 99%
% Poor 90% 45% 80% 45% 70%
Comments Poor discipline, Serious Some discipline Serious Discipline
low parent discipline problems, low discipline problems, low
involvement.  problems, low parent problems, low parent
Absenteeism  parent involvement.  parent involvement.
high. involvement.  Absenteeism  involvement.  Absenteeism
Attendance fair, high. Absenteeism  high.
high.
Classroom Low autonomy. Low autonomy. Low autonomy. Average. High.
Influence Tight reiew of Pacing system  Pacing system Review of No regular
lesson plans and tests and tests. lesson plans.  monitoring.
-y
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ABLE 10:4, continued

EFTECTS

Schools
Dimensions Middle Elementary Middle Middie High School
Collegial Inadequate, no Inadequate, no Inadequate, Inadequate, no Inadequate,
Relations time and time and few  split .« time and few  varies with
friction among meetings. Split administration. meetings. Low departments.
the staff. Low betweenold  Low cooperation.  Few meetings
cooperation.  and newstaff.  cooperation. and little
Low contact across
cooperation. departments.
Supecvision Compliance w/ Compliance,  Compliance, Compliance,  Compliance,
process, but not but seen as pro  but seen as pro minimal done. seen as helpful
seea as helpful. forma Little forma. Little to new staff.
value. value.
Professional Inadequate, Adequate, Adequate, Inadequate, Inadequate,
Development  limited to 2 school & school & district limited to 2
district district district program district
workshops per programs. Staff programs. Staff afterschool, no  workshops per
year. No school input. input. school activity. year. No school
activities. No No staff input.  activities, no
staff input. staff input.
School Low staff Low staff Some have Low staff Low staff
Influence influence, influence, influence influence. influence on
committees faculty divided through Principal makes school, some
inactive. & principal committees. all decisions.  input in some
doesn’t seek Principal departments.
input, cooperates w/
older staff,
Rewards and Fewinformal ~ Few informal  Few informal  Few informal Few informai
Recognition and no formal  and no formal  and no formal  and no formal and no formal
rewards or rewards or rewards or rewards or rewards or
recognition. recognition. recognition. recognition. recognition.
No positive No positive No positive No positive No positive
feedback. feedback. feedback. feedback. feedback.
Administrative I.xccessible Weak and Autocratic Inaccessible Weak leader,
Leadership principal, seen incompetent principal, keeps autocratic vindictive.
as incompetent principal. Seen order but has principal. Seen Little
& autocratic.  as vindictive & little as incompetent, involvement in
Notactivein  dishonest. Not involvement in overbearing.  program. Weak
program. Weak involved in program. Weak on on discipline.
on discipline.  program. Weak discipline.
on discipline.
138
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Summary

The data suprort the hypothesis that working condi-
tions affect teacher attitudes and behavior, particularly
their level of «.ffort, attendance, sense of efficacy in the
classroom, raorale, and job satisfaction. The data also sug-
gest that some dimensions of working conditions have
more effect than others on teachers. If a school has good
physical working conditions, high levels of teacher influ-
ence, good leadesship, and high levels of collegiality,
other deficiencies, while still important, may not have
serious negative effects on the staff. Under such condi-
tions, teachers feel more positive about their work and
more effective in their classrooms, make extra efforts,
and have higher morale and higher attendance. In the
worst schools, none of the critical conditions were pres-
ent and resources were terribly inadequate. Under such
conditions, teachers became frustrated and discouraged.
Their morale sank to low levels and their work effort and
attendance were affected. They felt they were ineffective
in their classrooms as a consequence of conditions in the
schools.

In between these extremes were schools with a mix of
strengths and weaknesses. Some of them had good lead-
ership but terrible resource deficiencies, had extremely
difficult student populations, or lacked good collegial
relations due to conflicts among the staff. Others had
high levels of collegiality and teacher influence, but
lacked good leadership or had terrible physical working
conditions. The patterns varied. The point is that if they
did not have the entire gestalt of positive factors, teach-
ers found them to be inadequate workplaces, and their
attitudes and bebaviors were affected accordingly. In
these schools, teachers coped but were unable or unwill-
ing to give their best efforts.

These data suggest several levels of conditions.
Resource adequacy and at least some other positive fac-
tors are necessary to keep a school functioning. However,
to make a school function well, a combination of factors
is required.
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Do working conditions have

- . . . ~ e
meaning for school leaders? -
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441 (300d physical working
conditions, high levels of
collegiality, high levels of teacher
influence on school decisions,
high levels of teacher control
over instruction and strong,
supportive leadership were
consistently found in the schools
most highly rated by teachers. 77
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11 | concLusions

"Fhe findings from Working in Urban Schools painta
bleak picture of the conditions of urban teaching,
These findings are consistent with national and state
tcacher surveys, but urban conditions are worse, (See
Appendix 1 for comparisons. ) If the general findings are
compared to the ideal model emanating from the work-
place reform and the effective schools research, it is clear
that these uriwn schools have a long way to go. Unsup-
portive leadership, lack of respect, low participation in
policymaking, limited opportunities for collegiality, lack
of recognition and inadequate professional ¢. velopment
opportunities secem to be the norms of teaching rather
than the exceptions. In urban areas, however, these
issues take on a different and debilitating scale given the
resource problems, the bureaticracy, and the special

In urban areas,
bowever, these issues

needs of students, take on a different and
Two factors of working conditions—supervision and debilitating scale given
professiona! development—did not appear consistently the resource problems,

related to the teachers’ assessments of their schools or to ~ 2be bureaucr: acy, and
the data on teacher attitudes and behavior., ‘This may be tbe special needs of
because teachers generally felt that both supervisionand ~ Students.

staff development werz weak or irrelevant, and that other
opportunities for professional growth were assessed as
mediocre at best. With the remainder of the conditions,
better conditions had more positive impact on teachers’
behaviors and on their attitudes, and vice versa.

The Effects of the Good Workplace

The common characteristics of the schools receiving
the most positive comments were:

—Strong, supportive principal leadership

—Good physical working conditions

—High levels of staff collegiality

—High levels of teacher influence on school decisions

—High levels of teacher control over curriculum and

iastruction

These working conditions were positively related o

hieger levels of teacher attendance, higher levels of dis-
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. . . schools with bigh
levels of collegiality and
teacher control over
curriculum still bad

negative impacts on
teacher morale because
of the lack of
leadership, or the lack

of space, poor physical

- conditions and

inadequate
maintenance in the
buildings.

cretionary effort, higher morale, and a greater sense of
efficacy in the classroom.

Furthermore, thesc characteristics appeared as a ges-
talt. Schools with two or three of the characteristics
didn't have as high ratings as those with all five character-
istics. For example, schools with high levels of collegial-
ity and teacher control over curriculum still had negative
mmpacts on teacher morale because of the lack of leader-
ship, or the lack of spac., poor physical conditions and
inadequate maintenance in the buildings.

Conversely, the worst sites were consistently charac-
terized by:

—Inadequate staff and materials

—Low collegiality

—Low levels of teacher influence on school decisions

—Low rewards

Furthermore, six of the 10 schools in this category had
poor leadership as well, and the principals were new to
the remaining four schools.

What is clear once again, however, is the role that
resources play in establishing minimally acceptable con-
ditions. The schools rated “best” in the study werz not
necessarily resource-rich. However, they had decent.
physical working conditions (enough space, reasonable
maintenance and physical surroundings), teachers had
time for collegial relationships with their peers, they
were involved in decisionmaking, and they felt that the
administrative leadership in the building respected them
and set the tone for teaching and learning,

Having adequate resources helped schools in the
middle compensate for other problems. While teachers
described concerns, these concerns did not seriously
affect their behavior or morale, All schools at the bottom,
however, were rescurce poor, and their lack of
resources—staff, materials, equipment, funds—had a defi-
nite impact on the staff behavior and morale. Many of the
teachers in these schools were simply going through the
taotions, They showed up, they taught their classes. They
did not put in much extra effort. Most of them did not
expect to be successful given the conditions under
which they were working. In the four cchools where
there were nevr administrative leaders, the schools could
be on the way back up to acceptable functioning, But in
the remaining schools in which there were poor working

143




conditions, there were few factors that made the build-
ings good for teachers, and consequently, for students.

Administrative leadership is key to how building con-
ditions, policies and practices affect teachers. For all of
the most highly rated schools, strong administrative lead-
ership was an important factor. And, i several cases of
schools in the middle grouping, good administrative lead-
ership had a mediating infiuence on particularly poor
conditions, such as the lack of resources and materials or
poor physical conditions. The leaders in these schools
were not always democratic, and not always instruction-
ally strong, but the buildings operated efficiently.

These data suggest there are minimum conditions
below which teacher morale and effort suffer and school
conditions deteriorate. These minimums include tolera-
ble school leadership, sufficient staff and materials to
keep the school operating day-to-day and adequate facili-
ties. Under these conditions, teachers will cope with
farge classes, accept autocratic management or tolerate
isolation from their colleagues. To raise morale and effort
fevels, however, schools must have strong, visionary lead-
ership, provide opportunities for collegial interaction,
provide teachers influence over policy and some control
over curricula, and have adequate and attractive work
space.

Recent Reforms and Working Conditions

The reform recommendations in the Carnegie Forum’s
report, A Nation Prepared, and the National Governors'
Association’s report, Time for Results, and the experi-
ments they have stimulated are responsive to the desires
of teachers for increased participation in decisionmaking,
more frequent interaction with their colleagues, more
respect and support. They also are dependent upon
changes in structure and policy in public schools that
will take time to implement.

The message of the IEL report in this context is several-
fold. First, the findings of Working in Urban
Schools confirm the importance of reform recom-
mendations for a professional and creative work
environment. The conditions in schools rated highly in
our study all include broad involvement in decisionmak-
ing, collegial work environment and control over class-
room activity. Thus, these long term changes affecting
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.. . there are important
interim changes that
will affect the
day-to-day working
lives of teachers that
can be made by urban
leaders without major
restructuring.

teacher roles, professionalism and school decisionmaking
are as important for urban schools as any others.

Second, there are important interim changes that
will affect the day-to-day working lives of teachers
that can be made by urban leaders without major
resiructuring. These changes include altering resources
and physical environment, as well as more conventional
methods of involving teachers in decisionmaking. For
example, elected school councils, or ways to engage
teachers in instructional tasks with their peers, such as
team teaching and planning, have been tried and imple-
mented in schools in the past. They work, and, as is cer-
tainly the case in team teaching, they have clear benefits
for students. These changes can be made at the building
level, and they can be enhanced by district policy and
resources. They offer an interim and incremental change
in urban schooling which, according to our data, would
have major positive effects on teacher attitudes and
behaviors, and thus, teachers’ willingness to commit time
and energy to their work. And they can be a starting
point for broader, more radical change.

But participatory structures will not work with-
out district support, commitment of resources, and
monitoring. A signature of nearly every district initia-
tive was lackluster implementation—on academies, on
school councils, on other participatory structures. The
existence of participatory structures does not guarantee
that teachers will be invotved in decisionmaking or work
with their peers. These structures did not work in
schools where administrative leadership wasn’t actually
supportive, or where there were actions to sabotage the
working structures. Nearly every district had some initia-
tive underway to involve teachers in decisionmaking.
But, in many instances, these efforts were not real. That
is, no time or resources wese committed to implementa-
tion by the central office. District officials were preoccu-
pied with budgets, contract negotiations and school poli-
tics, and simply did not devote enough attention to these
teacher issues. There is a caution here for districts under-
going more radical restructuring. Monitoring time needs
to be invested and resoarces need to be available if
changes are to result in more discretion to teachers and
principals.

The districts have directed their effort, energy,
resources and monitoring time to conformance with
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basic skills teaching, testing and pacing programs. These
are in place in every district and often produce com-
plaints from teachers that they have little control over
what they are teaching, and even how they are teaching
it. Given the importance placed on teacher influence
over curriculum and instruction in the IEL data, how to
allow discretion over what and how to teach while still
assuring that all students meet academic goals is a major
issue. Clearly, district goals are imyportant and critical to
basic minimum academic achiever-ent. But once the
schools are in order and student performance is improv-
ing, this area may be one where districts need to look for
balance—enough discretion to get a teaching staff com-
mitted to their work and to ensure that students con-
tinue to gain academically. Again, here the district role
in implementation may have to cede some ground
cnce the programs are operating in the interest of
providing teachers with more control over what
and kow to teach.

Third, nothing is clezrer in our study than the
fact that resources and the management of
resources matter. Making changes in these areas would
mazke the lives of teachers easier, lighten their workloads,
and strengthen their commitment to their jobs. These
include zuch kasics as enough textbooks and materials,
adequi- counseling staff and teachers’ aides to provide
individusl ..itention to needy studgents, and maintenance
procedures that aren’t cumbersome anc meet the needs
of the builauing.

Urban teacti=cs shovld not have to choose between
salaries and adequate working conditions. Y=t many of
the schools we visited were resource poor. Poor buud-
ings, too little space, little *n the way of buildirig b:.dgets,
inadequate texibeoks and teaching materials, 0o few
support staff—:*ie list goes on and on.

These factors do matter. They have an impact on
teachers and they have an impact on teaching. Some
administrative leaders were able to pull their buildings
above the limits of their resources because they were
visionaries, they fought for their buildings, they found
ways to make do. Too, resources were not controlling
factors if the physical conditions were good, leadership
was good, teachers worked together and had control
over what they taught. But the lack of resources creates
~nyi=nments that over time are stressful, difficult to
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Administrators can
make buildirgs work
Jor teachers when not
much else seems

positive.

bear—and that undermine the efforts of energetic admin-
istrative and teacher leaders.

Fourth, the roles played by administrative leaders
are very important. Administrators can make build-
ings work for teachers when not much else seems
positive. Teachers gave highest ratings to principals and
other building leaders who they felt respected them. But
they also were supportive of autocratic leaders who per-
formed leadership roles, effectively kept the building in
order, and created conditions in which teachers could
teach.

Given the critical importance of these leadership roles,
more attention needs to be given to the use of perfor-
mance-based criteria for selection and evaluation of
administrative leaders. Urban districes that are not now
using assessment centers or performance-based selection
processes should consider instituting them, as an invest-
ment with a potentially high payoff. Teachers should be
involved in the selection process serving as members of
selection comenittees and interviewing candidates. Evalu-
ation of building administrators shouid include their abil-
ity to motivate staff, promote cooperation, and build a
strong professional climate.

One point that came to our attention during our visits
to the 31 schools was the lack of involvement of teachers
in decisionmaking and leadership positions. Particulacly
in areas close to the classroom and curricutum, teachers’
leadership abilities should be tapped to help address
many of the critical education issues in urban schools.

Fifth, it is necessary for districts to look at these
reforms as a package, not as a piecemeal fix. In all of
the schools rated highly in the IEL study, physical condi-
tions, involvement in decisionmaking, control over the
ciassroom and leadership appeared as a package. Trying
to “fix” one part of the puzzie won’t work. Comprehen-
sive integrated change is necessary.

Finally, it would be hard to miss the message
conveyed by the impact of district policy on teacher
attitudes and behaviors. Teachers feel great distance
from district administrators. They believe central offices
do not respect them. They see district policies as quickly
changing, often in conflict, and having punitive impact.
Given the reported impact on teacher morale, turnover,
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absenteeism and loss of effectiveness, district administra-
tors and school board members should take this to heart,
The IEL interviews confirm tension and lack of trust
beiwcen teachers and the district offices, much of it the
result of accountability pressures. It will be impossible to
make major changes in the way urban schools run with-
out high expectations of the administration, the staff, and
the students. Treating teachers as valued and well-edu-
cated professionals will be the only way to make these
improvements. To do this—as in any other arca of
employment—we must improve the conditions under
which they work.

CONCLUSIONS

Treating teachers as
valued and well-
educated professionals
will be the only way to
make these
improvements. To do
this—as in any other
area of employment—
we must improve the
conditions under which
they work.
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APPENDIX 1: IEL FINDINGS IN PERSPECTIVE

There are six surveys which have examined working conditions factors: a nationa!
survey, referecd to as the Conditions and Resources of Teaching (CART) survey, con-
ducted for the National Education Association (Bacharach, Baucr, and Shedd, 1986);
the 1986 Metropolitan Life survey (Iarris and Associates); a national survey conducted
by the Carnegic Foundation for Advancement of Teaching (Wirthlin Group, 1987); an
Eaglcton survey of New Jersey teachers (Center for Public Interest Polling, Rutgers,
1986); a survey conducted of California teachers carried out by the Policy Analysis

Center for Education (1986); and interviews of North Carolina educators carnied out
for the Public School Forum of North Carolina (Navran Associates, 1987).

CARNEGIE PUBLIC SC1tOOL
METROPOLITAN FOUNDATION  FORUM (NORTH
IEL STUDY CART SURVEY LIFE SURVEY EAGIETON POLL PACE SURVEY SURVEY CAROLINAY
Physical Conditions
Threc of the 31 —_— - —_— Majority of Disparity In
urban schools urban tcacherss  school plant;
were judged rated thelr mos; school
good and ncarly bulldings as plants were
Y3 rated as below average  Inadequate.
Inadequate. in ¢leanliness  Basic
Teachers (51%), heating  maintenance
scemed (54%). and budgets were
resigned to very cooling (71%), the first to go
poor conditions, 46% said the  when cutting
ovenall physical costs.
condition of the
school was
below average
Spacc
Schoolswere  Closc to half the — — — Mccting space a
crowdig; some  teachers premium,
tcachersin 10 reported classes taught in
schools did not  occasional temporary
have classrooms problems with buildings.
of thelr own. 16 space. Professionals In
of 31 schools schools do not
had scrious take for zranted
space problems, adequate space
and supplics.
Safcty
Most teachers - —_ —_ 54% of the —_
intervicwed Jid . urban teachers
not find safety a rated thelr
major issue. schools as
Safety aroblems below average
werce reported on sccurity.
in only 8 of the
31 schools.
O
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CARNLGIE PURLIC SCHOOL
METROPOLITAN FOUNPAAON  FORUM (NORTH
LEL STUDY CART SURVEY LIFE SURVEY EAGLETON POLL PACE SURVEY SURVEY CAROLINA)
Supplies and Materials
65% of urban  15% of the —_ 28% of uthan  25% reported - schools are
schools had teachers had teachershad  shortages of relying on
shortages of frequent shortages of supplics and technologics
instr _tional problems with supplics and materials, that are 10 and
matcrials, supplics and matesiali, 20 ycars old.
wortkbooks. Most have little
aceess to
telepliones.
Seaff
27 olthe 31 Counscling
schools penvonact teo
reported stalf limited.
shortages
(87%),
especially nced
for counscling
staff,
Class Size
Class size was 68% were 32% furban  74% of Class sizes large
over 25 kn 20 of dissatisficd with teacherswere  clementary and too few
the 31 schools class size. dissatisficd with: teachershad  teacher aides.
in the ILL study. Median size class sizcs. class slzes more
was 25. than 25. 26% of
secondary
teachers faced
150 or morc
studcats.
Hours
Teachers —_— 25% of the 50% reported — Teachers
reported an teachers 11 hours ¢t average 50
average of 13 reported 20 more. hours per week,
houts outside of extea hours or 25 hours of
classin more per week, whichisin
clementary direct student
schoots, 9 hours Instruction ot
i middle counscling—
schools and 17 25% overtime.
hours in high
schools In the -
1EL study.
Average
contract
workday was
6.5 for
clementary and
middle schools;
7 for high
schools.
Planning Time
Teachers were  48% of teachers —_— Lack of planning 35% of —_ —
dissatisficd with had difficulty time and California
time for In- finding planning papervotk was teachers
3chool planning time. the most reported no
and paperwork, frequent source s:heduled
of job planning time.
dissatisfaction.
cited by 28% of
the teachess.
O
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1EL STUDY
Students
Student
discipline and
motivation has 2
major impact on

METROPOLITAN

CART SURVEY LIFE SURVEY

teachers. In

schools with

good working

conditions

teachers scldom

meationed

students as a

problem.

Classroom Autonomy
Teachers in Teachers had —_—
58% of the control over
schools instructionat
reported low  micthods, and
to moderate less over
control over content.

content, pacing
and scquence.

Teachers

generally

reported high

control over

methods

Collegial Work

Opportunitics —_ 56% wanted
for cooperation time to observe
were pecrs teaching;
inadequate in 61% wantcd
16 of the time to talk to
schools (52% ), collcagucs.

but were higher

in schools

where there

was tcam

teaching.

Decistonmaking

Teacher Teachers Only 50% said
influence was  reported Jimited they were
generally low in opportunitics  involved in

IEL study, for involvement decisionmaking.

although it was
higher in onc
district because
of participatory
management.

O
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except on what ' 70% wanted

to teach, morc influence.
textbook

sclection and

how to teach.

EAGLETON POLL PACE SURVEY

Only 1 teacher
in 20 was
dissatisficd
about control
over what and
how to teach.

80% of the
teachers werce
satisficd with
opportunitics
for interaction.

Onlylin7
teachers was
happy with
Ievel of
involvement.

Only one 1n
seven teachers
reported
structured time
to work with
collcagucs.

PERSPECTIVE

CARNEGIE
FOUNDATION
SURVEY

PUBLIC SCHIOOL
FORUM (NORTH
CAROLINA)

53% of urban
and 30% of
non-urban
teachers said
disruptive
behavior was a
problem; 25%
saiv under-
nouishment
was a problem
in urban
schools
compared to
13% clscwhere.

36% of urban
teachers said
they had no
control over
sclecting
textbooks; 29%
said no contro}
over course
content; and
17% said no
control over
sctting goals for
students.
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CARNEGIE PUBLIC SCHOOL
METROPOLITAN FOUNDATION  FORUM (NORTH

IEL STUDY CART SURVEY Lif£ SURVEY EAGLETON POLL PACE SURVEY SURVEY CAROLINA)
Supervision
Supervision was 27% of teachers —_ 38% felt their  54% felt the —_— Evaluation
viewed as seported last evaluation  process was fair. systems are t0o
helpful in 42% problems with was unhclpful:  Less than half inflexible.
of the schools;  feedback from 27% helpful.  felt they got
weak, annoying administrators uscful feedback.
and threatening more than
in the other occasionally.
58%. This is
consistent but
more harsh than
surveys.
Professionai Development
Training Only 12% rated —_ —_ —_ 4% of the -
opportunitics  inservice teachers said
were weakand  training as they were not
inadequatein  effective. involved in
18 schools. planning staff

development

programs.
Rewards
Rewards were _— - - —_ Few tangible
reported as non- Twards o
existent in most encourage
of the 31 performance.
schools.
Leadership
Teachers in only More than 50% _ 18% of all A majority felt  54% of urban _
9 schools rated  of the teachers teachers they received  teachers said
administrative  said they had mentioned too little administrators
leaders as infrequent problems with  professional were below
effective. 11 of contact with administrators, support. §2%  average in
the schools haa administrators suchaslackof citcalackof  chiminating red
incflective and %3 said thecy admir.istrative  assistance with tapc for
teadership. seldom talked support, parents and teachers and
Leaderswho  to ineffcctive stdents. 40% said they
were citedas  administrators school policics were below
incffective were about and ineffective average in
disorganized,  educational discipline providing
bad content of policies. 29% support for
administrators  performance. said teachers.
and incffective administrators
in handling were
people. inaccessible,
Respect
Lack of respect — — 11% of teachers _— — _—
by parents, cited lack of
students, respect 2s the
administrators most important
and cominunity reason for
was perceived lcaving
as 2 serious teaching. More
problem by than half felt
teachers. respect was 2

problem,
r
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The Teacher Working Conditions Project collected
descriptive information on teaching conditions in 31
schools in five urban school districts. Collaborating on
the project was the Council of the Great City Schools,
and members of its Human Resources Subcommittee
formed the core of our advisory pancl. In addition to
developing a rich description of actual conditions in
these urban schools, we examined the relationships
between district and school policies/practices and
teacher cfficacy, commitment, morale and job satisfac-
tion.

The Research Questions

The project set out to address five questions about
teaching in urban school districts:

" 1) What are the conditions of teachers’ work in the
selected schools and school districts?

2) How do workplace conditions in these urban
schools vary and what appears to explain the varia-
tions?

3) What workplace conditions most affect the mozale,
job satisfaction, and commitment of teachers in
urban districts?

4) Are specific district and school policies and prac-
tices associated with positive work environments
for teachers?

5) What implications do these data have for policy
changes at the district and school levels?

The Conceptual Framework

The IEL research design is based on research and com-
mon sense that tell us that teachers’ efforts, commitment
and involvement are perhaps the most vital of school
resources.

Various studics and national teacher surveys have doc-
umented high levels of teacher dissatisfaction, often with
disturbing results. For example, only 23 percent of
teacher respondents in one national survey, The Condi-
tion and Resources of Teaching (CART), indicated they
would choose teaching again, if given the choice. Other
"¢y 7ys show that scarcity of materials, lack of funding,
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and lack of administrative and parental support contrib-
ute to teachers’ low regard for their professional role.

The CART survey, sponsored by NEA. identified
teacher dissatisfactions with their ability to communicate
with building-level administrators. Morcover, teachers
only occasionally discussed critical topics such as needed
resources, school goals, training needs, and classroom
performane 2 with administrators. This lack of interaction
contributed to their overall sense of professional isola-
tion.

According to surveys conducted by Policy Analysis for
California Education (PACE) and Metropolitan Life, teach:
ers are more satisfied and more cffective when they are
permiited to exercise professional judgment and choice
in school maticrs, such as organizational policics, aca-
demic and curriculum issues, student discipline prob-
lems, and teaching assignments, including teacher sclec-
tion. Yet only 30 percent of urban teachers appear to
have significant decisionmaking authority in academic
curriculum matters. Teachers interpret exclusion from
decisionmaking as a lack of respect, personally and
professionally.

Existing research also links teacher perceptions of
their working conditions to their attitudes and behaviors
in the classroom. According to Lortie. teachers view their
work in terms of their ability to affect student growth
and development. It is this sense of impact which brings
teachers to commit themselves to the challenges of
teaching, and involves thetn in exercising judgement. If
teachers continually experience failure and frustration,
the effort they must put in is too “costly” and conse-
quently leads to withdrawal of effort, absentceism and,
ultimately, attrition.

These factors influencing teachers are similar to those
identified in the broao-.. organizational literature as the
key components in determining a high quality of work
life—efficacy, satisfaction, control, belonging, recognition,
congruence of values, and level of effort.

The 12 factors listed below were identified for exami-
nation in the IEL study:

Condition of physical plant and safety
Material and human resources
Task definition and workload
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® Student characteristics
© Autonomy/discretion in instruction

© Professional collegiality/cooperation

® Influence and decisionmaking involvement
® Supervision/evaluation

® Rewards/recognition

® Professional development

© Leadership behavior in the schools

® District leadership

These factors and the research design are shown in the
Project Framework, Table A3:1.

R R O e

TABLE A3:1

STUDY

PROJECT FRAMEWORK

DISTRICT TEACHER WORKING
POLICIES CONDITIONS
AND - VARIABLES

PRACTICES Physical conditions

) Support services

! Task definition

Non-instructional duties
SCHOOL Student characteristics
POLICIES Instructional activities

AND ~ | Decisionmaking involvement

PRACTICES Communication

Collegiality

Supervision

Professional development

Rewards

Data were collected from teaching staff and administra-
tors in a sample ot sct100ls in each of the five urban dis-
tricts. These districts were selected to be geographically
diversc, to have diverse student characteristics, and to be
representative of both major national teacher unions.
Most critical of all, however, district leadership was inter-
ested in being involved in the study, a necessary condi-
tion for our data collection. Presumably, this cooperation
may skew results to reflect districts with moge positive
wsrking conditions. But that is only a guess.
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Material resources —

TEACHER BEHAVIORS
AND ATTITUDES

Efficacy

Satisfaction

Control

Belonging
Recognition
Congruence of values
Level of effort

151




WORKING IN URBAN SCHODLS

The Districts

The five distr ~ts were selected with the cooperation
of the Council on the Great City Schools and are mem-
bers of that organization. They represent different regions
of the country and vary in their size, ethnic composition,
and resources. The populativn of the five cities ranged
from 250,000 to slightly over one million, and student
enrollments varied from slightly over 30,000 to nearly
200,000. The ethnic composition of the citics also vari. 1.
Two had black majorities. One had a large Hispanic
minority. On average, over 40 percent of their poputa-
tions were minority in 1980. However, in 1985-86, four
of the five districts had predominantly minority school
populations. In two oz the districts, nearly-90 percent of
the students were black and in another district nearly 40
percent were Hispanic.

Large numbers of students in these five districts were
fror poor families. The 1980 census data show the per-
centage of children from families below the poverty line
in the five districts to have ranged from about 20 percent
to slightly over 50 percent. These figures provide a con-
servative estimate of the problem and obviously are out-

dated.

The number of teachers employed in the five dist: icts
in 1985-86 ranged from about 1,500 to neariy 3,500. In
two of the districts teachers were represented by affili-
ates of the NEA, and in the other three they were repre-
sented by AFT affiliates.

The districts also varied in their wealth and in their
support for public education. Per pupil expenditures var-
ied in 1985-86 from under $3,000 to over $5,000. Local
tax effort also varied. In 19835, the effective tax ratcs in
the five districts ranged from less than $1 per $100
assessed valuation to over $4 per $100.

The schools are above average, average, or below aver-
2ge in achievement. This catcgorizatiun is based on test
data provided by the district and reflects the schools’ rel-
ative standing among similar schools within the district.
Precise comparisons of student achievement are not pos-
sible because the districts use different tests and different
types of test scorcs.
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The Schools

In each district, at least two clementary, middie, and
high schools were examined. The schools selected are
typical of the district, neither the best nor the Worst in
cerms of physical conditions or measures of performance.
They are not special schools, such as magnets, or schools
with selective admissions policies. They were chosen by
school district leadership using these criteria and
checked with union leadership to ensure agreement that
these were typical schools. Table A3:2 displays the char-
acteristics of the 31 schools.

Treir enrollments vary widely. The elementary schools
range in size from 300 students to 900; the mean engoll-
ment is 605. The middle schools and junior highs range
from 300 to 1,200 with a mean size of 650. The high
schools enroll from 60O to 1,900 students with a mean
enrollment of over 1,100. Only two of the high schools
have enrollments under 1,000.

Data Collection

Quantiiative and qualitative data were collected at
both the district and school levels, using semi-structured
interviews and data collection forms. School data was
collected through observations, review of documents,
and interviews with schoo! administrators and teachers.
Eight to 15 teachers (depending on the size of the
school}, the building representative for the teachers asso-
ciation, and building administrators were interviewed at
cach school. The interview team recorded its own obser-
vations of conditions at each school. In addition, the dis-
trict was asked to provide statistical information on stu-
dert and staff characteristics, resources, and school per-
formance.

District officials, Ieaders of the teachers’ organization,
and board members also were interviewed, Additional
district data were collected through review f docu-
ments. Document review was especially important
because of the possibility of discrepancies between wrii-
ten policies and actual practice in the schools, In addi-
tion, other factors such as management-labor relations,
provisions of the bargaining agreement, teacher/pupit
ratios, classcoom space, and number of in service training
da\S were examined because of their potential bearing
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOLS
Grade Percent Percent  Attendance Student

Schools Level Enrollmemt  Minority Poor (ADA) Achieve: :nt
District A

1 7-12 1400 45 25 85 Above Average

2 7-12 900 67 32 86 Below Average

3 7-12 2200 70 80 86 Below Average

4 7-12 1100 82 56 87 Below Average

5 K6 700 94 40 92 Average

6 K6 650 60 45 93 Average
District B

1 9.12 600 99 70 83 Below Average

2 9.12 1300 929 62 89 Below Average

3 6-8 1200 90 85 92 Above Average

4 6-8 600 99 90 89 Below Average

5 K-5 600 83 80 95 Above Average

6 K-5 900 100 83 95 Below Average
District C

1 9-12 1300 58 38 84 Average

2 9-12 1500 47 50 86 Average

3 78 600 43 59 83 Average

4 7-8 10600 43 60 82 Above Average

5 K6 500 32 74 93 Average

6 K6 300 64 30 95 Above Average
District D

1 9-12 1900 99 47 83 Average

2 9-12 1500 99 52 80 Average

3 6-8 350 99 45 82 Above Average

4 6-8 600 97 45 83 Average

5 K-5 300 99 45 87 Above Average

6 K5 500 57 29 86 Average
District E

1 9-12 1300 49 18 88 Above Average

2 9-12 1500 51 13 85 Average

3 7-8 500 45 19 93 Avemige

4 7-8 400 50 38 89 Avetage

s K 300 60 50 94 Below Average

6 K6 800 74 24 926 Below Average

7 K-6 500 81 69 97 Below Average

Note: Numbers have been rounded 1n order to protect the identity of the schools
Also, the listing for District A includes four grade 7 12 junior. senior high schools. Two of these were
treated as high schools and two as jumur hugh schouls for the study. Only staff and students from the
appropriate grades were included in the analysis.

on how specific policies and practices were implemented

within schools.

Overall, a total of 420 interviews were conducted and
Q. thousands of pages of notes analyzed.
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APPENDIX 4: COMPARISON
OF SCHOOL EFFECTS

School Conditions as Predictors of Effects

To determine whether particular conditions have a
stronger or more consistent effect on teacher working
conditions, data from the two elementary, middle and
high schools in each of the districts were compared. By
€xamining the data from these pairs of schools, the
effects of variations in working conditions stemming
from differences in policy envirouments, funding levels,
collective bargaining agreements and district professional
cultures were minimized.

The Elementary Schools

The elementary schools data reveal a clear pattern; rel-
atively better working conditions are related to relatively
more positive teacher attitudes and behavioss and tke
converse also is true. This is seen in the school pairs

TABLE A4:1

WORKING CONDITIONS AND EFFECTS ON TEACHERS
ANALYSIS OF MATCHED ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
School SES Working Teacher Job
Pairs (%) Conditions Leaders Attendance Effort Efficacy Commuaj., Morate Satisfaction
Al 50 Good Good + + 0 e + 0
A2 24 Poor Adeq - 0 - + - 0
A3 69 Poor Good - + + o - 0
B1 69 Good Gond + + + + + +
B2 30 Poor Adeq + 0 0 0 0 0
Cl1 74 Poor Adeq - 0 - - - -
Cc2 31 Good Good + + + + + +
D1 79 Adeq Good + + + + 0 +
D2 83 Poor Poor + + - + 0 -
E1l 41 Adeq Adeq + + 0 + 0 0
E2 44 Poor Poor 0 0 - 0 - -

The schools in each st are from the same district. The SES data are based on the percentage of students
eligible for free lunch. The working conditions column represents an index created from ten indicators
and summarized as Good, Adequate and Inadequate. The leadership column reflects a similar general
zxsessment. The effects data is summarized using pluses (+ ), minuses (- ), and zeros (0) to represent
'h\. g'"fcgatc assessment of effects made by rcspondc~nts:
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WORKING IN URBAN SCHOOLS

labeled B, C, D and E in Table A4:1. Set A included three
schools from a single district, and there were clear differ-
ences in both working conditions and effects between Al
and A2. Good leadership in A3 appears to have partially
compensated for less adequate physical working condi-
tions.

One significant aspect of the data is that the socio-eco-
nomic status (SES) of the students appears not to have as
consistent an effect on the teacher attitudes and behav-
jors as school working conditions. In sets A and B,
schools enrolling larger percentages of students with low
SES show more positive teacher data than the paired
schools. This pattern does not hold up in set C, and there
is little variation in the SES of the students in the paired
schools in sets D and E. Many studies contend the SES of
students is the primary predictor of achievement, bu
thes studies seldom controlled for teacher working con-
ditions. If better working conditions produce more posi-
tive teacher attitudes and higher levels of effort, the
improved conditions might positively affect the levels of
achievement in urbag schools.

The Middle Schools

The data on working conditions in the middle schools
are presented in Table A4:2. Three sets of schools appear
to support the general hypothesis of a positive correla-
tion between teacher working conditions and teacher
attitudes and behavior. The schools in the other two se€ts,
C and E, are not strikingly different and shov’ somewhat
similar patterns of teacher effects. Schoot Al was
described as having stronger administrative leaclership
than A2; this may explain the more ncgative pattern in
the effects data for the latter site. However, this relation-
ship between stronger leadership and the cffects daw is
not found in set E in which the two schools were
described as having similar differences in leadership. In
the other two sets of paired schools, B and D, differences
in working conditions show strorg positive corrclations
with the teacher effects data. In botl: sets, the schools are
serving similar student populations, yct appear to have
strikingly different sets of teacher attitudes and behaviors.
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COMPARISON

TABLE A4:2
WORKING CONDITIONS AND EFFECTS ON TEACHERS
ANALYSIS OF MATCHED MIDDLE HIGH SCHOOLS

School SES Working Teacher Job
Pairs (%) Conditions Leadesrs Attendance Effort Efficacy Community Morale Satisfaction
Al 19 Adeq Adeq 0 0 + + - 0
A2 38 Adeq Poor 0 - - + - -
B1 43 Poor Poor 0 - 0 0 - -
B2 45 Adeq Adeq + + + + + +
Cl1 59 Adeq Good - - - 0 0 0
c2 60 Adeq Good + 0 0 + 0 -
D1 85 Good Good + + + + + +
D2 90 Poor Poor - - 0 0 - -
E1 83 Poor Adeq 0 - - + - 0
E2 57 Poor Poor 0 - - + - -

The schools in each set are from the same distr.. . The SES data are based on the percentage of ,tudents
eligible for free I-nch The working conditions column represents an index created from ten indicators
and summarized as Good, Adequate, and Inadequate. The leadership column reflects a symilar general
assessment The effects data is summarized using pluses ( + ), ninuses ( — ) and zeros (0) to represent
the aggregate assessment of effects made by the respondents,

TABLE A4:3

WORKING CONDITIONS AND EFFECT S ON TEACHERS
ANALYSIS OF MATCHED HIGH SCHOOLS
School SES Working Teacher Job
Pairs (%) Conditions Leaders Attendance Effort Efficacy Community Morale Satisfastion
Al 18 Adeq Adeq 0 0 - + 0 -
A2 13 Poor Poor - - - 0 - -
B1 47 Adeq Good + + + + + +
B2 52 Poor Poor - - - + 0 0
C1 38 Adeq Adeq 0 0 0 0 - -
C2 51 Poor Poor - - - 0 - -
D1 74 roor Poor 0 + + + - -
D2 83 Adeq Adeq ~ ~ - 0 - 0
E1 33 Good Adeq + + 0 + + +
E2 44 Poor Poor ~ 0 0 + 0 -
E3 32 Poor Poor 0 - 0 0 0 +

The schools in each set arc from the same district, The SES data are based on the percentage of students
cligible for free lunch. The working conditions column represents an index created from ten indicators
and summarized as Good Adequate, and Inadequate. The leadership column reflects 2 symilar general
assessment. The effects data is summarized using pluses ( + ), minu «¢s (~ ) and zeros (0) to represent
'hcf""rcgatc assessment of effects made by the respondents,

ERIC 171 157

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




WORKING IN URBAN SCHOOLS

The Righ Schools

Data from four sets of the high schools, A, B, Cand E,
presented in Table A4:3 clearly support the hypothesis
that teacher attitudes and behavior vary directly with
working conditions. The data from set D do not support
this conclusion. The major differences in the working
conditions are in the quality of the physical plants and
leadership in the two schools, and it may be that better
physical facilities and leadership do not adequately com-
pensate for the resource problems that beset both
schools,/’fﬁ‘&c is, however, no adequate explanation for
this incorsistency in the high school data. The high
schools in set B are particularly interesting because the
schools have roughly similar student characteristics but
dissimilar working conditions and teacher attitudes.
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